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CURRENT TOPICS. 


No THING AUTHENTIC was known up to Thursday ‘evening as 
to the appointment of the new Law Officers. The reason for the 
delay, which has given so much occupation to the legal gossips, can 
be conjectured by anyone who considers that, while there are 
only two offices, there happen to be three gentlemen with nearly 
equal claims. 





Ir WILL BE SEEN from the letter from Mr. Sarr, the Inspector- 
General in Bankruptcy, which is printed elsewhere, that the sub- 
ject of costs for ‘‘ necessary legal work” in bankruptcy may 
“shortly be dealt with.” It would be interesting to know why so 
much time has already been consumed in dealing with it. 





THE LEGAL proression is largely represented in the new 
Cabinet. In addition to the English and Irish Lord Chan- 
cellors, it includes Lord Cransroox and Sir Ricuarp Cross, who 
were formerly practising members of the Northern Circuit ; and 
Mr.’ Stannore for several years went the Home Circuit. Sir 
Srarrorp Norrucore is also a barrister, and, although he has 
never practised, was for some time Legal Secretary to the Board of 
Trade. The late Cabinet contained, exclusively of Lord Sztzorne, 
only two Ministers who had actually practised as barristers—Sir 
Wiruusa Harcovrt and Mr. Sxaw-Lxzrevre, who were both 
members of the original Home Circuit. 





THE FIRST SWEARING IN of a Lord Chancellor in the Royal Courts 
took place on Thursday, in the presence of the judges of the 
Court of Appeal and of the Chancery Division of the High Court. 
So numerous were these learned spectators that considerable diffi- 
culty was experienced in obtaining, from the limited resources of 
the establishment, a sufficient number of suiteble chairs to accommo- 
date them ; while the dimensions of the court in which the ceremony 
took place were altogether inadequate to accommodate the crowd of 
barristers who desired to witness it. The learned registrars of the 
Chancery Division mustered in strong force, no doubt with the 
laudable view of ascertaining that the important transaction was 
duly carried out and properly recorded. After the judges had 
assembled, and were standing on the bench, the Chancellor was 
summoned, and took his place next to the Master of the Rolls. 
The oaths of allegiance and of office were then dictated by 
the Clerk of the Crown, and administered by the Master 
of the Rolls; and, this being completed, the Chancellor and the 
judges took their seats. Mr. Dicsy Seymour, Q.C., then, 
as the senior Queen’s Counsel present, according to ancient custom, 
moved ‘That the oaths be recorded,” and Sir Hanpiver Girrarp 
having given his first direction from the bench in the words “ Be 
it so,”’ the ceremony ended. 





Tue PRECEPTS under the Registration Act, 1885, which are now 
engaging the attention of the various overseers of the poor in 
counties and boroughs, are documents of a most elaborate character. 
Prior to 1832 there was no registration, and the Reform 
Act of that year, by omitting, when it established registra- 
tion, to append in a schedule directions to the overseers, 
very largely failed to take effect by reason of the overseers 
Rot being able to comprehend jts provisions, The Act of 





1843 supplied the omission ; but although an amended precept for 
counties was issued by the County Voters’ Registration Act of that 
year, the Representation of the People Act of 1867 was unaccom- 
panied by any new form adapted to the many alterations in the 
franchise which that Act made, and it was not until 1878 that 
the defect was supplied, and even then it was supplied as to 
boroughs only. The present Act makes a clean sweep of all exist- 
ing precepts, instructions, and forms of every kind, with the 
exception of the forms relating to freemen, and to claims and 
objections in the City of London, which remain undisturbed as 
they were first settled by the Act of 1843. The new forms vary 
to a considerable extent from the old, many of which, however, are 
repeated verbatim. 





OnE OF THE FigsT Questions which will arise in connection 
with the Redistribution of Seats Act will be, What is to happen 
to an elector who belongs to a borough which will cease to return 
a member as soon as Parliament is dissolved? The 16th clause of 
the Bill, which we believe to have been unaltered, attempts to 
give a detailed answer to this question. It provides that, where 
a place in which the qualifying property of any voter is situate is 
changed from ,one parliamentary area to another, then, on the 
occasion of the first registration which takes place after the passing 
of the Act, such voter shall, as respects his right to have his 
name placed on the register, stand in the same position, 
so far as circumstances admit, in relation to the new area, as he 
would have stood in if the Act had been in force before the 
commencement of the period of qualification, and such voter had 
acquired his rights under the law in force at such commencement 
as amended by the Act and the Representation of the People Act, 
1884, and so much of the register of voters existing at the ing 
of the Act as relates to the new area had been a register for the 
new area. ‘* The period of qualification” referred to in this 
section is that fixed by the Reform Act, 1832, and the Represen- 
tation of the People Act, 1867, as amended by section 7 of the 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, and by 
section 12 of the Registration Act, 1885—viz., one year prior to 
the 15th of July. The result is that persons whose electoral area 
is changed have all the rights to be placed upon the new 
register which they would have had if the Representation of the 
People Act, 1884, and the Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885, had 
received the Royal assent on the 14th of July, 1884. 





THERE SEEMS TO BE no limit to the questions raised as to the 
application of the principle laid down with reference to the 
Remuneration Order in Jn re Lacey § Son (82 W. R. 233, L. R. 
25 Ch. D. 301). In the case of Jn re The Merchant Taylors’ 
Company (reported elsewhere), not only were the decisions of Mr. 
Justice Currry, that the exception in rule 11 of Schedule I., Part 
I., of the Order does not apply to a re-investment in land of money 
paid into court under the Lands Clauses Acts, and of Mr. Justice 
Kay, in Stanford v. Roberts (32 W. R. 404, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 135), 
that the scale applies to conveyancing in an action as well as out 
of court, impeached, but the new point was raised that the conduct 
of an inquiry whether a good title could be made to the land pro- 
posed to be purchased, directed by order of the court, was not an 
‘investigation of title” within the meaning of the words in the 
scale in Schedule I., Part I.; that, therefore, the purchaser’s 
solicitor had not done the whole of the work in respect of which 
the scale fee was allowed ; and, consequently, that, according to 
In re Lacey & Son, he was not entitled to the scale fee. The scale 
fee, it was urged, was fixed with regard to the amount of the 
responsibility thrown on the purchaser’s solicitor; but he was 
relieved of responsibility when there was a reference to chambers 
as to title. The Court of Appeal, howeyer, affirmed both the 
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decisions which were impeached, and, although after ‘‘ considerable 
doubt,” decided against the ingenious new contention. Lord Justice 
Corron said that, under the inquiry as to title, although the 
responsibility of the purchaser’s solicitor was diminished, yet he 
‘*really did everything which he would have had to do if the matter 
was not in court,” and therefore was entitled to the fee. And 
Lord Justice Liyptey said that “‘ there was no trace in the 
schedule of any distinction as regards the amount of the solicitor’s 
responsibility.” We think, if we may venture to say so, that the 
court were undoubtedly right in their construction of the Order, 
but we feel some hesitation in assenting to Lord Justice Lrypiey’s 
observation that the Order was framed “‘ by persons who knew 
perfectly well what they were about.” 





Tue casE of Hogg v. Brooks, on which we commented ante, p. 
413, came before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on Tuesday last, 
when the decision of Mr. Justice Matnew was affirmed. The case, 
as our readers may remember, turned upon the question whether a 
lease for twenty-one years, determinable by the lessor at the end of 
fourteen years ‘“‘by delivering to the tenant, his executors, 
administrators, or assigns, six calendar months’ previous notice in 
writing,” could be determined by the reversioner’s delivering a 
notice to a mortgagee of the tenant by demise; the tenant having 
disappeared, and the reversioner being unable to discover his 
address. The court held that the tenant not having assigned his 
interest, the mortgagee was not an ‘‘assign” within the technical 
meaning of that term. As we remarked before, this is, of course, 
perfectly clear ; but it is not quite so clear whether a mortgagee 
by demise for all the term except one day might not be considered 
as substantially an ‘‘assign” for the purpose of the proviso. In 
the case, however, of a provision reserving to the lessor power to 
determine a lease, it is reasonable that words should be strictly con- 
strued, and the court held that, as the notice had not been served 
on the tenant himself, it was not effectual. The lesson of the case, 
as we pointed out in our previous remarks, is the necessity for 
providing, in all instruments in which notices are contemplated, 
for the disappearance of the party to whom notice is to be given. 
There is no better way of doing this than by incorporating the 
provision of section 67 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, relating to 
the service of notices under that Act; and we do not know any 
neater mode of incorporation, in the case of leases, than a slight 
modification of that suggested by Messrs. Key and Exruinstonz, at 
p- 772, of vol. 1, of their Compendium of Precedents in Convey- 
ancing (2nd ed.), which is as follows :— 

‘* AND IT Is HEREBY AGREED that any notice hereby required or authorized 
to be given to the lessor or lessee respectively, shall be in writing, and 
may be given or served in any of the modes provided by the 67th section 
of the veyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, with respect to 
notices required or authorized by that Act to be served.” 





Tue cveiovs and beautiful operation of ‘interpretation clauses ” 
was strikingly illustrated by a case which was argued before Mr. 
Justice Currry last week. It appears that Sir J. R. Carnac, adeceased 
baronet, by his will bequeathed certain plate of great value to go 
as heirlooms with the baronetcy ; and it further appears that the 
questior. had arisen in Mr. Justice Currry’s chambers, whether these 
chattels could be sold under the provisions of section 37 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. That section speaks of personal chattels 
which are “‘ settled on trust so as to devolve with land” ; and since 
by section 2, sub-section (10) (7.), of the Act, “land includes incor- 
poreal hereditaments,” it would follow, if a baronetcy is an 
meorporeal hereditament within the meaning of this provision, 
and if there is a tenant for life of the baronetcy within the 
meaning of the Act, then the chattels might be sold under the 

isions of section 37. Mr. Justice Currry seems to have decided 
in chambers that a baronetcy is an incorporeal hereditament within 
the meaning of the above-cited definition ; but the further question, 
whether there exists any tenant for life of the baronetcy, seems to 
have escaped consideration. This latter question was argued last 
Saterday, and the learned judge has reserved his judgment, which 
will be awaited with 2 considerable degree of respectful curiosity. 
Upon this point we shall abstain from making any remark. But 
we may, perhaps, be allowed to hint a doubt whether the practice of 


deciding questions of such gravity, as whether the powers of a tenant 


a 


for life under the Settled Land Act extend to a baronetcy, after a 
few minutes of casual conversation across a table, is one which the 
judges ought to encourage. We are told by the Times report that, in 
the opinion of Mr. Justice Currry, a baronetcy is “land” within the 
meaning of the Settled Land Act. Ifthis is the case, it seems to 
follow that a baronetcy might be sold by the tenant for life, if there 
is one; the patent of creation being, we suppose, considered as a 
“‘ settlement” within the definition in section 2 of the Act. The 
question cannot fail to be of extraordinary interest to impecunious 
members of the order, who may philosophically prefer wealth to 
barren honours. Even in these democratic days a baronetcy, if 
Mr. Justice Currry should enable it to be brought into the market, 
would probably command a good round sum. Nor do we see how 
the principle can be confined to mere baronetcies; it seems to be 
not a bit less applicable to baronies—nay, to earldoms and duke- 
doms. We shall sympathize deeply with the pangs which will 
assail the minds of disappointed vendors and purchasers of these 
choice wares in case his lordship’s second thoughts should dash to 
the ground the hopes which for a moment he has suffered to be 
dangled before their eyes. 





THE DoctRINE on which the decision of the Court of Appeal last week 
in Cradock vy. Rogers rested—viz., that a solicitor is not justified in 
taking from his client a mortgage containing a power of sale un- 
restricted as to its exercise without fully explaining the effect of 
such power to the mortgagor, and that the onus of proving that 
such explanation has been given rests on the mortgagee—was, of 
course, established four years ago by Oockburn v. Edwards (30 
W. R. 446, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 449). If, as was held in that case, a 
solicitor must not take even a second mortgage from his client with 
an unrestricted power of sale, without explanation, @ fortiori he 
must not take a first mortgage under such circumstances. For in 
second mortgages an unrestricted power of sale is—or, at all events, 
before the Conveyancing Act was—usual, while in first mortgages 
it cannot be said to be common. Like many other doctrines 
recently laid down by the courts, this rule (at all events, as 
regards second mortgages) seems to be based upon a want 
of acquaintance with the practical needs of mortgagors. Learned 
judges, who know nothing of the necessities of clients or the daily 
transactions of a solicitor’s office, fancy that they are doing a ser- 
vice to clients by laying down an abstract rule which, if rigidly 
carried out, might bring about the result which the present Master 
of the Rolls, in Cockburn v. Edwards, boldly advocated—viz., that 
solicitors should never lend money to their clients; with the 
result of causing the greatest inconvenience to the latter 
class. Everyone with practical experience of such matters 
knows that there are numerous clients who pressingly want a 
larger advance than can be obtained on a first mortgage, and there 
is often no one who can be found to make the further advance 
up to the amount required but the solicitor. The solicitor has to take 
a second mortgage, but he can only do so with safety by inserting 
an unrestricted power of sale, and, according to the recent deci- 
sions, he can only insert this upon the terms of preserving 
evidence that before the execution of the second mortgage 
he fully explained to his client the possible consequences of its in- 
sertion. How this evidence is to be preserved so as to satisfy a 
judge—it may be years after the mortgage has been executed—has 
never yet been ascertained. But besides these considerations 
there is another which we do not think can have occurred to the 
Court of Appeal. Is the assumption on which that court has 
acted, that the restrictions on the exercise of the power of 
sale are of much practical value to the mortgagor, well 
founded? Is it worth while to hedge round the power of sale 
with restrictions as to notice while the covenant to repay is uncon- 
ditional and can be sued on at once? Does a mortgagee, as a 
matter of fact, sell property if he can get his money by demanding 
it, or within a reasonable time after demandimg it? We should 
imagine that he does not, and that, in most cases, a mortgagor 
would practically run as little risk of having his property sold if 
the restrictions were omitted as if they were inserted. On the 
other hand, in the case of an insolvent mortgagor, and of certain 
classes of property, the restrictions on the exercise of the power of 
sale may be very disadvantageous to the mortgagee. Is it not time 
that a general movement should be made to reduce the period of 
notice in all future mortgages to one month, instead of the three 





months required by the provision now ysually implied ? 
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Tue course pursued in Frith v. Cooke (83 W. R. 688) can 
hardly be recommended for general adoption. In a foreclosure 
action, in which the defendant had not appeared, a person attended 
on behalf of the plaintiff, in accordance with the exigency of the 
chief clerk’s certificate, to receive the mortgage-money, but when 
the time came to draw up the order of absolute foreclosure, there 
was no affidavit by the plaintiff that he had not received the 
money. The court dispensed with this affidavit, apparently on the 
ground that the defendant had never appeared in the action. There 
was an affidavit of non-payment by the person attending to 
receive the money, but obviously such an affidavit cannot be abso- 
lutely exhaustive. The result was that the plaintiff took an order 
for absolute foreclosure, which, on the face of it, fell short of 
completeness. Of course he was at liberty to take such an order 
if he pleased, but as the permission of the court to take the order 
without the necessary affidavit would not perfect the plaintiff’s 
title, and as the fact fhat the money was not paid must have been 
within his knowledge, it is difficult to understand (unless excep- 
tional circumstances existed) why he did not prefer, according to 
ancient usage, to have recorded on the title deed constituted by 
the order a recital that this very material fact had been duly 
proved. No doubt there must have been some special reasons 
for adopting the course pursued in the recent case. 








CHATTELS SETTLED TO DEVOLVE WITH 
LAND. 


Tue Settled Land Act comprises a scheme of such great extent and 
intricate complexity that, in spite of some blemishes in its com- 
position, the degree of success which it has attained is not un- 
worthy of admiration. The task of reducing this scheme to 
expression presented difficulties greater than any by which 
the Conveyancing Acts were beset; and we think that, on 
the whole, the constructive task, which was intrinsically the more 
difficult, has been better performed than that which was 
intrinsically the more easy. Perhaps some of the advantages 
enjoyed by the Settled Land Act may be due to a greater freedom 
from additions and alterations made by the Legislature. 
It is certain that the parts of the Settled Land Act which 
were imported into it during its passage through Parliament have 
given rise to no small amount of difficulty, doubt, and litigation. 
Among these the most important are, perhaps, section 63, by which 
trusts for the sale of land are made settlements within the meaning 
of the Act ; and section 37, which enables chattels, settled so as to 
devolve with land, to be sold under the statutory powers. Mr. 
Justice Chitty has recently delivered a very important decision 
upon the latter section, of which a report will be found in another 
column ; and to this we desire to direct the attention of our readers. 

The question related to the application of the money arising 
from the sale of the Marlborough settled chattels. The section 
declares that money arising from the sale of settled chattels 
shall be capital money arising under the Act, and that it 
shall be dealt with in all respects as is directed with respect 
to other such capital money, or may be invested in the pur- 
chase of other similar chattels to be settled on the same trusts, 
and devolve in the same manner, as the chattels sold. The tenant 
for life, the present Duke of Marlborough, desired to apply the 
money in redeeming incumbrances affecting the settled property 
generally ; but it was contended, on behalf of the infant remainder- 
man, that this ought not te be permitted, since it would effect an 
alteration in their mutual rights. If the chattels had remained 
im specie, the infant remainderman, who was tenant in tail of 
the lands, would, under the provisions of the settlement, on 
attaining twenty-one, have acquired an absolute and inde- 
feasible right to the chattels; whereas, if the proceeds of sale 
Were sunk in the land by applying them in the redemption 
of incumbrances, he would attain only a tenancy in tail in 
lands of enhanced or improved value. Reliance was placed 
upon the provisions of section 53, which declares that the tenant 
for life, in exercising his statutory powers, shall be in the 


position and have the duties and liabilities of a trustee for all 
parties entitled under the settlement; and it was contended that 
to make an investment which would effect an alteration in the 


Chitty overruled these objections, and decided that the tefiatit for 
life had a right to require the money'to be applied in the mariher 
roposed. 
. We think that this decision, to say the least, admits of bei 
very well defended. The argument about the supposed breach 
trust really begs the question. The question is whether the trustee 
has, or has not, any such power of investment. If he has, he 
cannot commit a breach of trust by exercising his power; and, if 
he has not, it is hardly n to talk about “altering the 
rights of parties” in order to prove that the making of an 
unauthorized investment constitutes a breach of trust. There 
cannot be the least doubt that if, in a settlement made before the 
passing of the Act, there had been contained a power to sell these 
so-called heirlooms, and to apply the YF riot of sale in redemp- 
tion of incumbrances, such a power would be good, and its exercise 
would not constitute a breach of trust. In like manner, it will be 
good in the Act, if it is in the Act; and the only question is 
whether, the Act contains such a power of investment. We must 
admit that we can find nothing in the Act to cut down, in — 
to the sale moneys of settled chattels, the general right which is 
given by section 22, sub-section (2), to the tenant for life to select 
the ways in which capital money arising under the Act shall be 
applied, among which section 21, sub-section (ii.), mentions the re- 
demption of incumbrances affecting the whole estate the subject of 
the settlement. Nor, if the power in question is within the lenguag? 
of the Act, can any very strong reason be alleged whereby it sho 
be supposed to lie outside the intention. The argument about chang- 
ing the rightsof the parties is one which does not appeal very strongly 
to the feelings. The difference between a tenancy in tail, when the 
tenant in tail is swi juris, and an absolute ownership, is one which 
can so very easily be abolished at the mere will of the tenant in tail 
himself, that any objection resting only upon this ground is hardly 
enough to warrant a departure from the languageof the Act. It sounds, 
in reality, very much like an objection to the sinking of any pro- 
ceeds of sale whatever in the redemption of incumbrances ; and the 
tenant in tail might, with about the same reason, allege that he 
preferred to be tenant in tail of an incumbered Whiteacre and an 
incumbered Blackacre, than only of a free and unincumbered 
Whiteacre. But that the policy of the Act was to encourage the 
redemption of incumbrances is, as Mr. Justice Chitty observed, too 
manifest for dispute ; and this being allowed, there is no sufficient 
ground for drawing a distinction in particular cases. Perhaps 
there may be room for a suggestion, that the framers of section 37 
of the Act might with advantage have shown, by providing against 
the question, that they had consciously entertained in their minds 
the possibility that it might be raised. 








REGISTRATION OF TRADE - MARKS— 
NOTES ON THE REGISTER. 
II. 

Tue decision in Re Barrows (25 W. R. 564, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 353) was 
beneficial in two ways. It provided a means of registering a 

of which part was common and part distinctive, and it also 
relieved the register from being overloaded by the registration of 
the same distinctive mark over and over again, in combination 
with slightly-varying immaterial additions. The latter object has 
now been gained, as has already been pointed out, by the intro- 
duction of the system of registration of marks in a series, which 
is practically treated as if it consisted of but one mark ; the former 
object has now been also carried out in a different form by the 
introduction of the use of disclaimers. ‘ This,” says Jessel, M.R. 
in Re Kuhn (53 L. J. Ch. 238), “is a very convenient mode 
registration, because it points out exactly what is intended, which 
is for the benefit of the person who claims the trade-mark. The 
Court of Appeal decided, in Barrows’ case, that, where a man was 
entitled to use any device, and had used it in combination with 


common words and common marks, he might register the device 
alone and say he used it in combination with the common words 
and marks; but the manufacturers said they did not like that, 
because registering in that way did not show ’ 

used, and they wanted to put on the register the thing they 
actually used. They said, ‘Lf you i See ee 
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the register what the mark really is. If, for instance, we use 
“B. B. H.” and a crown, we want to show that we use “ B. B. H.” 
and a crown, though we admit the crown is a common mark.’ 
So, in order to gratify the manufacturers by showing on the 
register what they actually used, and still applying the principle 
of Barrows’ case, it was decided to allow the manufacturer to put 
on the register the distinctive device, together with the common 
words that he really used, and then to enter in the register a note 
disclaiming the common part of the mark. That was not a new 
rule; it was only a new way of doing what was aimed at in 


Barrows’ case.” 


Even before Barrows’ case came before the court it would appear 
that the use of disclaimers had been introduced, for so early as the 
4th of January, 1876, or very shortly, indeed, after the Act of 
1875 came into operation, Messrs. Baldwin, of Stourport, registered 


a trade-mark for iron, consisting of the distinctive word ‘‘ Arley,” 
in combination with a crown, and with an explanation that the 
crown was a symbol common to the trade (see L. R. 5 Ch. D. 356). 
Again, in the instructions issued on August 1, 1877 (alter Re 
Barrows) to persons applying for the registration of cotton 
marks, such applicants are told that ‘in cases where a mark con- 
sists partly of what is private property and partly of what is com- 
monly used in the cotton trade, a note, signed by the applicant, 
should be written upon each of the two papers bearing the repre- 
sentations of the mark, or upon the back of the same, setting forth 
distinctly what portion of the mark is common to the trade,” 
obviously for the purpose of confining the registration to the 
distinctive part of the mark. Even more precisely the Instruc- 
tions to Applizants Generally, dated February 13, 1878, stated that 
“terms or symbols common to a trade must not be 
shown upon representations of new marks; and where such terms 
or symbols have been used in combination with trade-marks before 
the passing of the Act of 1875, they must be disclaimed in the 
statement on application as being ‘terms’ or ‘symbols,’ as the 
case may be, ‘common to the trade concerned in the goods.’ ”’ 

When the case of Orr-Ewingv. Registrar of Trade-Marks(28 W.R. 

17, L.R. 4 App.Cas. 479) came before the House of Lords, the ordermade 
was, not that the entire trade-marks should be registered with a note 
of disclaimer, but that the distinctive parts of the marks should be 
registered. This form of order, however, does not appear to pre- 
clude the registration from being effected in the former shape, 
and, as a matter of practice, the use of disclaimers has increased 
steadily. Not many cases upon disclaimers have been reported. The 
earliest seem to be Re Leonardt (1 Trade-Marks, 316) and Re 
Mitchell (Ib. 317), in each of which cases a firm of pen manu- 
facturers registered pen-marks which contained common words 
and symbols, and various other firms engaged in the same trade 
moved to rectify the register by inserting a disclaimer by the 
registered proprietors of any exclusive right in the common 
elements. In each case the order was made upon evidence of the 
consent of the proprictors of the marks, who did not appear. 

That the consent of the proprietor is only necessary in cases in 
which he is unrepresented, appears from the decision of Jessel, 
M.R., in Re Kuhn (53 L. J. Ch. 238). In that case a pen manu- 
facturer of Vienna and Birmingham registered trade-marks for 
steel pens, which contained certain common elements, and when 
the trade called upon him to disclaim those elements he declined to 
do so. The matter was accordingly brought before the court, the 
elements said to be common were proved to be so, and the register 
was ordered to be rectified. Moreover, the proprietor of the marks 
was ordered to pay the costs of the application, on the ground that 
he had registered the marks at his own risk, and that he ought to 
have given the disclaimer required from him when the facts were 
brought to his notice. At the same time the Master of the Rolls 
intimated that if an allegation which was made had been proved— 
viz., that the proprietor had been the first to use the common parts 
of the marks, and that those parts had only become common by 
the common piracy of the trade, without the knowledge of the 

ietor, who was resident abroad—that fact, coupled with the 

that no notice had been given him before the legal proceedings 

were begun, and that there had been delay on the part of the 

parties moving, would have prevented any costs from being given. 

But none of these circumstances would, apparently, have inter- 
fered with the order for rectification. 

The use of disclaimers was, perhaps, carried to the greatest 


a trade-mark consisting of a pheasant on a gate was sent in for 
registration as a cotton mark, and the Manchester Committee of 
Experts placed the mark in the second class, on the ground that 
the bird was common to the trade; but, on proof that the gate was 
distinctive, the mark was allowed to be registered, with a dis. 
claimer of the pheasant, except in the particular combination. 

At present the use of disclaimers is regulated by section 74 of 
the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, by which, in the case of old marks, 
any common element, or, in the case of new marks, any common 
word, or combination of words, is allowed to be registered as an 
addition to a trade-mark, subject to the requirement that the appli- 
cant for entry of any such common particular or particulars ‘‘ must 
disclaim, in his application, any right to the exclusive use of the 
same, and a copy of the disclaimer shall be entered on the register.” 
The Instructions to Applicants of January, 1884, provide that the 
disclaimer in such cases is to be in the form of “a note at the 
back of, or at the foot of, the application form, and of each of the 
additional representations, such note to be signed by the applicant 
or his agent.” 

In Ex parte Hemming § Son (Jessel, M.R., April 27, 1881), a 
very special note was placed on the register, under the following 
circumstances :—Hemming & Son, needle manufacturers, were for 
fifty years tenants of a needle mill at Redditch, called Forge Mill, 
from which circumstance the whole of their works in the same 
place, including much larger works than Forge Mill, acquired 
the name of Forge Needle Mills. They cvased to occupy 
Forge Mill, but still continued to use and registered trade-marks 
which contained, with other details, the words ‘‘ Forge Needle 
Mills” and “‘ Forge Mills.” The owners of Forge Mill, who had 
again come into possession, objected to these registrations, and, on 
the application of Hemming & Son, leave was given to append to 
their registrations a note stating, in each case, that the registered 
proprietors did not claim the exclusive right to the use of the 
words so as to prevent the owner or occupier of Forge Mill for the 
time being from using the words “‘ Forge Mill” or “‘ Forge Mills ” 
for any legitimate purpose. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


IIIL—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
NON-CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 


Taxina INSTRUCTIONS. 
FroM AN INTENDING LESSOR OR LESSEE. 


Supsect to any hindrance which may result from restrictive 
covenants against underletting in a superior lease, most persons who 
have anything in the nature of an interest in real property can grant 
at pleasure leases of some kind. But, even in the present day, all 
— cannot grant leases, and, of those ple who can grant 
eases, all cannot grant all sorts of leases. ence it follows that, 
when a solicitor is instructed to prepare a lease, he should first ask 
himself whether, both as a matter of title and of legal status, his 
client is in a position to grant a lease; and next, within what, if 
any, limits his power is controlled by the general law, or by the 
particular instrument under which his rights are derived. The client 
pm asp easily have a mistaken or exaggerated idea of his legal 
rights and powers, and it is for the solicitor to bring him down to 
the level of what he may lawfully do. 

This preliminary stage over, the next question to consider will be, 
what manner of lease shall be gran In the case of a large 
estate, there will usually be little difficulty in coming to a conclusion 
on this point. A hard and fast form of lease will generally be in use, 
and, beyond ascertaining the lessee’s name, the description of the 
property leased, the amount of rent to be reserved, and the length of 
the term, the solicitor will have little information to gain in the shape 
of instructions. This illustration furnishes, howevgr, only one, and 
that the simplest, of innumerable classes of lease, and it may, 
perhaps, be said that no legal instrument passes between the 
solicitors for two ies so often at the “draft” stage, or receives 
so many applications of coloured inks as a lease. e refer to this 
fact because, although we are not now dealing with draftsmanship, 
it serves as a warning-note of the importance of a lessor’s solicitor 
obtaining accurate and complete instructions, and thinking out 
thoroughly the scheme of the draft lease before it is committed to 
writing. There may, no doubt, be necessarily left, in many cases, 
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but the settlement of a lease would often consume a good deal less 
time and trouble than is, in fact, the case if the lessor’s solicitor took 
more pains to obtain exhaustive instructions in the first instance. 

The nature of the lease to be granted must, of course, depend 

rimarily on its subject-matter. A lease of a dwelling-house and a 
lease Of a coal-mine will have nothing in common, but a lease of one 
dwelling-house will have something, at least, in common with a lease 
of another dwelling-house; and so of a coal-mine. The solicitor 
should, therefore, first fix the subject-matter, and as it were 
appropriate it in his mind to the right type and model of lease, and 
then work from that datum point in taking his instructions. 

Let us illustrate this by the first of these examples, which has the 
advantage of being the commonest of all. A client proposes to grant 
a lease of a dwelling-house. The solicitor has before his mind’s eye 
the general character of such a lease, and goes into the subject with a 
view to adapting the common model to the particular circumstances. 
From this point of view he will first ascertain the name of the lessee, 
the exact description of the property, the amount of rent, and length 
of term. If the proposed term is a long one, it will occur to him to 
ask, as of course, whether a power should be given to either or both 
parties to put an end to it at a! intermediate period or periods, and 
whether, again, the rent should be the same throughout or should 
increase after so many years. Next, perhaps, he will pass to the 
subject of fixtures. Is there any otsteln of landlord’s fixtures in 
existence? If so, shall it be appended to the lease? If not, would 
the lessor propose to have a schedule made for that purpose? Are 
there any tenant’s fixtures on the premises which belong, in fact, to 
the lessor? If so, is the lessee going to buy them or to have 
the use of them, or is the lessor going to take them away, or how will 
they be dealt with ? 

Next as to money payments. Is the lessee to pay all rates and taxes 
of every description? Is the house, for instance, in a road which has 
not been made up properly or dedicated to the public, and, if so, is 
the lessee to bear any special contribution which may be imposed by 
a local authority on the owner towards the expense of paving, 
flagging, metalling, or lighting the road, as a preliminary step to its 
being taken over by the parish? Is he toinsure from fire, and, if so, 
for what amount and in what office? Or, will the lessor insure, and, 
if so, is the tenant to pay as rent a sum equivalent to the premium ? 
Is there any other periodical payment attaching, as an obligation, to 
the property, such as a contribution to keeping up a garden enjoyed 
in common by other properties, and, if so, how is it to be dealt with ? 

Then will come the very important question of repairs. In what 
condition is the house now in this respect? Is the lessee to take it 
as it stands, or is the lessor or lessee to do any specified repairs first ? 
If so, will the repairs be done before the lease is granted, or will the 
engagement to do them be imported as a special contract into it ? 
And assuming this point settled either way, what as to the future ? 
Is the house a new one oran old one? If the latter, is any conces- 
sion to be made to the lessee as to its condition of repair when the 
term expires? Is the lessee to be put under the fullest measure of 
repairing obligations, decorative and otherwise? Is he to repair the 
outside as well as the inside? Is he to enter into any tend austere 
ants as to any ground taken with the house ? 

Again, as to freedom of disposition of the lease. Does the 
lessor desire to reserve an absolute right to withhold his consent to 
any assignment or underletting, or will he be content with a qualified 
restriction reducing his veto to the limit of a reasonable refusal, 
or to have no veto at all? Does he, or does he not, desire to have 
any change in the ownership of the lease recorded by registration of 
specified particulars ? 

This string of inquiries will cover, for the most part, the ground- 
work of complete instructions for the simple type of lease to which 
we have been referring, and it may be pointed out that every one of 
the questions which we have maaan appropriate arises more or 
less directly on the surface of an ordinary lease of a dwelling-house. 
Beyond these limits, however, the need may, of course, arise, even in 
the case of a lease of a dwelling-house, of making provisions for 

ial circumstances attaching to the particular subject-matter. 
Thus, the lessor may desire, or may be under obligation, to reserve 
some easement or privilege over the property to be leased in connec- 
tion with the enjoyment of other property pervs. «J to him; and, 
using the word dwelling-house in its most extended sense, so as to 
include such a subject of letting as a suite of rooms or chambers in 
@ house, special provisions having reference to the relation of such a 
tenancy to the house as a whole will be a matter of cgurse. These 
variations of the common type of lease of a dwelling-house admit of 
no other general observation than that the solicitor should be on the 
alert to deal with them where any indication of a possible need of 
doing so may present itself to a vigilant observer. 

There is probably no solicitor in practice to whom the 
class of lease which we have illustrated is not so familiar as 
to leave him without excuse if he does not acquit himself 
preety of the task of taking instructions for its preparation. 

+t may be freely confessed, however, that there must needs 


laces in which the solicitor’s lines have fallen. An agricultural 
ease, peculiar in form to a particular county or district, will be as 
familier to one solicitor as a lease of a dwelling-house, but will be 
a subject of extreme discomfort to another who has never had any 
opportunity of gaining practical experience of leases in that district, 
or, perhaps, of agricultural leases at all. From this must follow the 
consequence that the latter will be at a great disadvantage in taking 
instructions for such a lease as compared with the former. The same 
remark applies to mining and other leases, coloured by their associa- 
tion with particular places or subjects. There is no help for this. The 
solicitor cannot always hope to be seen at his best, and must, in the 
course of his practice, deal with unfamiliar and exceptional as well as 
with familiar and common subjects. Nevertheless, there may arise a 
state of ~~ in which the solicitor is bound in honour to say to 
the client, ‘“‘ I am not the right man for your purpose. In employing 
me you place yourself at an unfair disadvantage, because the lessee 
with whom you are megrinting is thoroughly familiar with and well 
up in the subject, and I am not. It is too far out of my track for 
me to be able to do justice to you.” Such a confession is not lightly 
called for, and it is to be observed that what a solicitor does not 
know with reference to any particular class of lease or local custom, 
he may emcee get to know by resolutely taking a little pains and 
placing himself in communication with the right sources of informa- 
tion. But unless he can and does make up in some way for his own 
lack of familiarity with a subject, he is certainly not justified in 
floundering out of his depths at the expense of his client’s immediate 
and prospective interests. 

The points to be remembered by a solicitor when taking the 
instructions of an intending lessee are in almost every icular 
identical with those on which we have commented as applicable to the 
case of a solicitor who isacting foran intending lessor, though they will, 
of course, be regarded from an exactly opposite aspect, and the task 
is in this case lightened by having black and white to work upon at 
starting. Where the lessor needs to be advised as to whether he can 
grant such a lease as he desires, the lessee needs to be advised as to 
whether he can safely accept it. Provisions which are inserted for 
the lessor’s protection are so many burdens or hindrances to the 
lessee. In proportion’ as the one interest asserts itself the other 
recedes, and where the lessor’s solicitor should within just and 
reasonable limits direct his energies to ascertaining how far his client 
is desirous or content to tie down the lessee, the lessee’s solicitor 
should, in taking instructions from his client, seek to learn the 
lengths to which it is wished that he shall go in struggling to free 
his client from onerous obligations, whether in the matter of restriction 
against alienation, repairs, or what not. Finally, the observations 
which we have made as to the difficulties which beset a practitioner 
in preparing a lease which is unfamiliar in kind as to the nature or 
locality of its subject matter, have equal application to its perusal and 
settlement for an intending lessee. 








REVIEWS. 


LOCAL AND MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT. 


THE LAW RELATING TO LocaL AND MunIciPAL GOVERNMENT. 
By G. NorMAN BazALGETTE and GEORGE HuMPHREYs, Barris- 
ters-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


This is, we think, the giant law-book of the season, and its corpulent 
proportions represent very fairly the dimensions of the laws 
which concern our local government. It is stated to contaia in the 
text alone 142 statutes and parts of statutes, besides numerous 
statutes and portions of statutes cited in the notes. Commencing 
with the statutes which re te the constitution of local and muni- 
cipal authorities, we have printed in fullthe Public Health Act, 
1875; the Municipal Corporation Acts, and the Local Government 
Board Act, 1871. Then follow the Acts relating to Sewers and River 
Pollution; Water; Gas and Electric Lighting; Artizans and 
Labourers’ Dwellings; Infant Life Protection ; Adulteration of Food ; 
Nuisances (including the Explosives, Petroleum, and Alkali Acts) ; 
Libraries, Museums, and ools of Art; Contagious Diseases 

Animals); Highways; Compulsory Taking of Land; Burials; 
pee and Audits. And, in addition to all these, there are given the 
Clauses Consolidation Acts, and numerous statutes relating to Muni- 
cipal Corporations, Municipal Elections, Inclosure and Recreation 
Grounds, ting, and Bri All the important statutes are 
annotated ; the cases are carefully collected, and the pu of them 
given in footnotes. The extent to which this has been done may be 
judged from the statement in the preface that upwards of 2,500 cases 
are cited. In addition to the statutes, a selection is given of the circulars 
and orders of the Local Government Board, and the Standing Orders of 
the Houses of Parliament relating to local Bills and provisional 
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law relating to local government, intended to enable the legal adviser 
of any 1 authority to find within its backs everything which he 
will require. We cannot pretend to have examined the 1,761 pages 
of the book, but we have tested the accuracy and completeness of the 
notes and text on several subjects, and we are bound to say that we 
have found the purport of the cases concisely and correctly stated ; 
exceedingly complete and careful cross-references, and not unfre- 
quentty rewd and useful practical observations. The Public Health 

ct, 1875, is, of course, the most elaborately annotated of all the 
statutes in the volume, and on the sections to which we have referred, 
we have not detected the omission of any case. A feature specially to 
be commended is the practice, in citing modern cases, of giving refer- 
ences to all the current series of reports. The index is full and 
carefully prepared. 





ELECTION LAW. 


A Guz To Extzorion Law AND THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF ELECTION 
PeriTions. By YARBOROUGH ANDERSON and CHARLES EDWARD 
Ex.118, Barristers-at-Law. Being the FourtH Eprrion of Leigh 
and Te Marchant’s Election Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

The practical value of Messrs. Leigh and Le Marchant’s book has 
been attested by the three editions through which it passed, and the 
og ag org of the present edition which requires notice is that relating 
to the Act of 1883. The provisions of that measure are fully and 
correctly stated, but we miss the clearness and terseness which 
characterized the former editions of the book. Moreover, there is oc- 
cagionally some rather slipshod writing—e.g., at page 55 it is stated 
that ‘‘great care must be taken by an election agent to avoid 
exceeding the maximum expense allowed ; for, although means are 
provided by the Act for relieving the candidate from responsibility for 
an innocent and unintentional breach of its provisions in this respect ; 
yet this will in any case necessitate an application to the court and 
scanners expense, even assuming that the candidate is able without 
difficulty to comply with the conditions necessary to entitle him to 
relief. An election agent, therefore, should exercise great care in 
this respect.” Surely, it is hardly necessary to tell the election 
agent this twice over in ten lines. On one of the most important 

uestions under the new Act—viz., what expenses of meetings must 
included in the election return—the editors hardly seem to us to 

lay down, at page 56, with sufficient distinctness, the test which, 
according to Sir Henry James (see ante p. 298), who ought to 
know the meaning of his own measure, is to be applied to 
decide this question. The expenses of meetings held merely for 
the furtherance of the interests of a political party need not be 
included, but the expenses of meetings held to promote the 
candidature of an intending candidate at an approaching election 
must be included. The editors, however, point out at page 
60 a curious result of section 18, relating to the penalty for 
omitting the name and address of the printer from placards, 
which we do not remember to have seen noticed before—viz., 
that as the offence, if committed by the candidate or his election 
agent, constitutes an illegal practice, relief may be granted to them 
in a proper case under section 23; but the case of other persons 
committing the offence is not within the terms of the relief section. 
This is certainly an anomaly. There are some useful practical hiats 
for election agents at the end of the chapter on ‘‘ Election Expenses and 
the Election Agent ” ; but the editors omit to point out the desirability, 
in all cases, of the election agent’s preparing, on entering on his 
duties, an election estimate, apportioning the maximum sum allowed 
among the different items of expenditure likely to be incurred. This 
will be one of the most important duties of the election agent. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Mortgacor anp Mortcacgr—Morreacer mn Possesston—OccuPartion 
Rent—A.reration or Prorerty ny Morrcacer.—In a case of Bright v. 
Campbell, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 19th inst., there was a 
question we = Ry ge ae rent which ought to be charged to a 
mortgagee who een in possession of the mortgaged property. The 
hy aye had altered the character of the buildings a the meumecty, and 
had by so doing improved its value. The question was whether the 
occupation rent was be fixed with reference to the value of the property 
before or after the alterations. The court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Fry, 
L.JJ.) held that the mortgagee ought not to be charged with an occupation 
rent in respect of the improvement which he had himself made. But 
they said that it did not follow that he would be allowed the cost 
of making the alteration in the property as a proper expenditure. 
—-CounseL, Millar, Q.C., and Cave ; Horton Smith, Q.C., and Byrne ; Black- 
more; Fooks. Soxicrrons, H. E. Cunningham; Ewbank § Partington; 
Braithwaite ; John Holder. 








Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 21, sun-sEcTion 3; 8. 25, sUB-SECTION 11— 
Carrrat Moneys—ImproveMENTs —F arm Buritpines—Erection or “Srnos” 
REPAYMENT OF EXPENDITURE ALREADY MADE BY TENANT FoR LirE—Szpa.- 
RATE APPEARANCE oF TrustEEs—Costs.—In a case of In re Marshall, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 24th inst., some questions arose 
under the Settled Land Act, 1882, as to the sanctioning by the court of 
the expenditure of ‘‘ capital moneys’ under the Act in paying the cost 
of ‘‘improvements.’? Section 21 provides that ‘‘ capital money arising 
under this Act, subject to payment of claims properly payable thereout, 
and to application thereof for any special authorized object for which the 
same was raised, shall, when received, be invested or otherwise applied 
wholly in one, or partly in one and partly in another or others, of the 
following modes (inter alia) :—(iii.) In payment for any improvement 
authorized by this Act.’’ Section 25 provides that ‘‘ improvements 
authorized by this Act are the making or execution on, or in connection 
with, and for the benefit of settied land, of any of the following works, or 
of any works for any of the following purposes, and any operation 
incident to, or necessary or — in the execution of, any of those 
works, or necessary or proper for carrying into effect any of those 
purposes, or for securing the full benefit of any of those works or purposes 
(inter alia)—(xi.) Farmhouses, offices, and out-buildings, and other 
buildings for farm purposes.” The tenant for life of a settled estate 
applied for a direction to the trustees to lay out capital moneys in their 
hands in paying the cost of the erection, ou a part of the estate of which 
he was in the actual occupation, of three ‘‘ silos’? which he had already 
erected, and also the cost of erecting, on the same part of the estate, two 
more ‘‘silos,’”? according to a scheme which had been approved by the 
trustees. The trustees consented to the application. Bacon, V.C., 
refused it, on the ground that the erection of “‘silos’’ isin the nature of 
an experiment, and that an expenditure of such a speculative character 
ought not to be thrown upon the estate. The Court of Appeal (Corroy, 
Linvxey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision on the same ground. They 
also (without finally deciding the point) intimated a very strong opinion 
thatthe court ought not in any case to authorize the expenditure of 
capital moneys in repaying to a tenant for life the cost of works which he 
had already executed, and over the construction of which the court had 
had no control. 

On the hearing of the appeal the trustees appeared by the same 
counsel as the tenant for life. This was done to save expense, because 
they approved of the proposed expenditure. The Covrr said that 
as a general rule, upon au application of this kind, the trustees ought to 
appear separately, so that they might act as a check on the tenant for life, 
and assist the court by giving an independent opinion, and by arguing any 
point of law. In the present case, the court directed that the trustees 
should not be allowed any costs of the application out of the estate, but 
said that the tenant for life must pay all the costs.—CounsgL, C. Church. 
Soxicrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Serrizp Lanp Acr, 1882, ss. 22 (2), 37, 53—Cariran Monry—RepEmp- 
TION OF INCUMBRANCES—SALE oF HerrLtooms—RiGHTS OF REMAINDERMAN, 
—In the case of In re The Duke of Marlborough’s Settlement, Marlborough v. 
Marjoribanks, before Chitty, J., on the 19th inst., a summons was heard 
raising the question whether the proceeds of sale of heirlooms sold by the 
direction of the tenant for life, with the sanction of the court, under 
section 37 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, could be invested, under section 
21, sub-section 2, as capital money in the redemption of incumbrances 
affecting the inheritance of lands comprised in the same settlement as the 
heirlooms. The settlement was a strict settlement of land and heirlooms, 
and was made in the usual form, vesting the heirlooms absolutely in the 
first tenant in tail by purchase who should attain twenty-one. Currry, J., 
said that the remainderman objected to the proposed redemption on two 
grounds—first, that there was no power to apply the money in the 
manner asked ; and, secondly, that, if there were such a power, and the 
tenant for life had it, the tenant for life was a trustee for all parties, 
under section 53, which enacted that ‘‘ a tenant for life shall, in exercising 
any power under the Act, have regard to the interests of all parties under 
the settlement, and shall, in relation to the exercise thereof by him, be 
deemed to be in the position and to have the duties and liabilities of a 
trustee for those parties.’’ It was rightly said that, if the money was 
applied in discharging the incumbrances, the result would be that the 
money would accrue to the persons taking under the settlement as a 
whole—that was to say, that the infant remainderman would, on attaining 
twenty-one, be entitled only to a tenancy in tail in remainder in lands 
representing the value of the incumbrances, instead of an absolute 
reversion in the proceeds of the heirlooms, and that the result would be 
to alter the devolution of the property as declared by the settlement. 
The contention of the remainderman as to the result and effect was 
correct. The Settled Land Act, however, had e a revolution in the 
law, and had made the tenant for life something more than a mere 
usufructuary. In dealing with such an Act of Parliament, the right way 
was to approach it without prejudice, and it was the duty of the court 
to give cthect to the intention of the Legislature as shown on the face of 
the Act itself. The Act was entitled, not merely aa Act “‘ for facilitating 
sales and leases, and other dispositions of settled land,” but also an Act 
‘* for promoting the execution of improvements thereon.’”? The question 
before him turned on section 37. In his opinion, the whole language and 

rovisions generally of that section showed clearly that the Legislature 
had before it settlements com eiaing heirlooms, and that the Legislature 
was aware of the difference of devolution. It was clear to him that the 
tenant for life had, under section 87, the power which he now sought to 
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exercise. The next question was whether, as trustee for all under 
section 53, he was authorized to exercise the power. The objection of the 
remainderman appeared to him to be in truth based upon the proposition 
that the mand te life was not to have regard “‘to the interests of all 

ies entitled under the settlement,” looking at them as the head of a 

ily would look at them ; but that he was rather to have regard to the 
peculiar interests of the icular persons who took in remainder, But 
jit appeared to him that the tenant for life was to do that which the Act 
said. He was to have regard to the interests of all ies. In a recent 
case of a similar kind in chambers, he had made an order for the sale of 
the heirlooms, and the money was expended in the restoration and improve- 
ment of the family estate, which had become much depreciated through 
agricultural depression. Could it be said, having regard to section 53, 
that the tenant for life was making a breach of trust by applying the 
money in improvements? Was it not just as much ‘for the benefit of 
the settled land,’ in the words of section 25, to get rid of incumbrances 
as it was to expend capital money on drainage and buildings and the 
many other improvements authorized by that section? He was of opinion 
that the expenditure of the money arising from the sale of heirlooms in 
improvements was just one of those things which the Act authorized and 
intended. He put the case of investment in improvements, ee 
rather higher than that of application in the discharge of incum ces. 
But he thought that the discharge of incumbrances—carrying, as they 
usually did, a rate of interest out of proportion to the rent of the land— 
was an exercise of the power conferred upon the tenant for life by the 
Act, which had regard to the interests of all parties entitled under the 
settlement. He, therefore, held that the trustees were authorized to 
apply the money which came from the sale of the heirlooms in paying off 
the incumbrances by the direction of the tenant for life, and need not 
keep such incumbrances alive for the benefit of the particular remainder- 
man mentioned in the settlement.—Covunss1t, Macnaghten, Q.C., and W. P. 
Beale; Romer, Q.C., and F. A. Lewin; Ince, Q.C., and Willis Bund. 
Soxicrrors, Spencer Whitehead, for Milward § Co., Birmingham; Hunters, 
Gwatkhin, § Haynes. 





Pracrice—Action ror DissocuTion or PartnersHip—Sa.e or Part- 
NERSHIP AsseTs—F orm or JupGMENT.—In the case of Page v. Slade, before 
Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., judgment by consent being asked in an 
action for dissolution of partnership, the minutes as prepared asked for 
an inquiry in what manner the partnership assets ht be sold most 
beneficially for all parties interested therein, following Seton on Decrees, 
4th ed., p. 1200. Currry, J., being referred to Class v, Marshall (33 W. R. 
409), said that the inquiry should be omitted, and, thereof, there 
should be inserted a direction that the partnership assets be sold with the 
approbation of the judge.—Counsg1, Zanner ; Creed. Soxicrrors, Dalston ; 
Colliss § Mallam. 





Marrrep Woman—Costs—Separate Estats—REsTRAINT ON ANTICIPA- 
Tron.—In a case of Edwards v. Dewar, before Pearson, J., on the 23rd inst., 
the question arose whether the court has jurisdiction, on dismissing a 
summons issued by a married woman without a next friend, against the 
trustees of a will under which specified , real and pérsonal, was 
given to the trustees, on trust to pay the income to her for her life, for her 
separate use, without power of anticipation, to authorize the trustees 
to retain their costs of the application out of her income, notwithstanding 
the restraint on anticipation. Pxarson, J., gave liberty to the trustees to 
retain their costs inthat way. He said that the restraint on anticipation 
was intended as a protection to a married woman against wrong; not to 
enable her todoa wrong. It did not fetter the power of the court as to 
costs.—OounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Micklem ; Cookson, Q.C., and 
Methold, Soricrrors, B. FE. Greenfield ; Remnant, Penley, ¢ Grubbe. 





Wui-—Srrciric Devise—SaLz or Proprrry DEVISED, AND Procegps 
DISPERSED—ADEMPTION.—In a case of Manton v. Tabois, before Bacon, 
V.C., on the 2ist and 22nd insts., a question arose whether, under the 
circumstances, a bequest of “all my interest in the Coventry-street 
Estate’? had been adeemed. At the date of the will, the testator had 
only a contingent interest in the property; but he su uently became 
entitled to it in fee, sold it, and paid the proceeds into a k, partly to 
his deposit account and partly to his current account. The Vicr- 
CuanceLior said that a more distinct act of ownership could not be 
imagined. The testator had received the money as his own and treated it 
as his own, and it was impossible to identify the proceeds of sale. 
Therefore the bequest of the estate was adeemed, and failed.—Covunsst, 
Sir A. Watson; Millar, Q.C., and Methold ; Marten, Q.0., and Bleby. 
Soxicrrors, Daniel Morgan § Co.; Johnson § Master ; Howard § Shelton. 





Vendor AND PurcuasrR—Sripunation as To Evipence or Trrtz—Per- 
FORMANCE OF SrrpuLATION BECOME ImposstpLE.—In a case of The London 
Land Company v. Harris, before Pearson, J., on the 23rd inst., a curious 
nesta arose as to the effect of a stipulation contained in a contract for 
the sale of land as to the evidence of. certain ma affecting the title of 
the vendors, the literal performance of the stipulation having become 
impossible by reason of the death of one of the vendors since the date of 
the contract. The vendors were seven devisees, and the representative of 
an eighth devisee who had died after the testator, and a doubt had been 
suggested whether, though the property was devised to them absolutely 
for their own benefit, they did not, in fact, hold it on a secret trust for 
charitable purposes. The contract for sale provided that the seven 
surviving devisees would, if required by the purchasers, make a statutory 
declaration to the effect that there was no secret trust in favour of_any 








charity. A few dove after the signature of the contract, and before the 


purchasers had e any requisition for the statutory declaration, one of 
the seven devisees died. The question was whether, under the altered 
circumstances, a statutory eeadien to the effect mentioned in the 
contract made by the six surviving devisees would be a sufficient com- 
pliance with the stipulation. Pzanrson, J., held that it would not. The 
purchasers, he said, had agreed to accept a putes document as con- 
Clusive evidence of certain facts, and it was impossible to force a different 
document on them as conclusive evidence.—Covunse, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and Blakesley ; Higgins, Q.C., and Leeke. Soxicrrors, @. Fletcher Jones ; 
Mason § Trotter. 





ADVANCEMENT—DovstE Portions — Satisraction.—In In re Turner, 
Turner v. Turner, which came before Kay, J., on the 18th inst., a ques- 
tion arose whether a sum of £757 paid by a testator for the purchase of 
farming stock, which he gave to his eldest son, ought to be set off against 
the son’s share under the will of the testator. The ee. his will, 
dated in May, 1882, devised and bequeathed his residuary and per- 
sonal estate equally between his four children. In April, 1883, he pur- 
chased for his eldest son certain farming stock, and procured for him the 
tenancy ofa farm. He died in May, 1883. It was contended on behalf 
of the eldest son, on the authority of Grave v. Lord Salisbury (3 Bro. OC. C. 
425), that farming stock could not be set off against a legacy, as they 
were not ejusdem generis. The contention on the other side was that the gift 
was intended as satisfaction pro tanto, and, further, that it was nota gift, 
but a debt. The evidence as to this was conflicting. Kay, J., was of 
opinion that the case of Grave v. Lord Salisbury did not apply, as that 
case merely decided that a grant of a beneficial farming lease by a person 
in loco parentis to his natural son did not afford any presumption of an 
advance ; but it did not follow that, because there was no presumption of 
an advance, evidence of the testator’s intention was not admissible. Kirk 
v. Eddowes (3 Hare. 509), which had been followed in numerous cases since, 
showed that where a transaction between a father and a son took place 
after the date of the will, evidence of the father’s intention was admissible, 
not as evidence of revocation of any part of the will, but as evidence of 
an independent transaction whereby the legatee received part of the 
legacy in advance. His lordship held, on the evidence, that the testator 
did intend his son to take the farming stock in partial satisfaction of his 
expectant interest under the will.—Counsrt, Hastings,Q.0., and W. @. 
Robinson ; Pearson, Q.C., and Oswald. Soxrcrrors, S. W. Johnson & Son, 
for’ Watts § Jobson, Dudley ; James Neal, for E. Whitehouse, jun., Dudley. 





PracticE—Morion FoR JUDGMENT—DEFAULT OF PLEADING—EVIDENCE.— 
In the case of Holmes v. Shaw, which came before Kay, J., on the 20th 
inst., the plaintiff moved for judgment on his statement of claim, the 
defendant not having delivered ew defence. The action was for specific 
performance of an ement, which was set out in the statement of claim, 
but was not proved by affidavit. The action was set down as a short 
cause, and the defendant did not appear, Kay, J., ordered the agreement 
to be verified by affidavit, and directed the action to stand over for that 
 daprateamne ast Levett. Soxscrrors, Smith ¢ Sons, for Kirkman, South- 
wi . 


Practick —Morrcace— Foreciosure AnsoLuTE = Evinence or Non- 
PAYMENT.—In the case of Barrow v. Smith, which came before Kay, J., on 
the 20th inst., the question arose whether the plaintiff in a foreclosure 
action was required on motion for foreclosure absolute to produce an 
affidavit of non-payment in accordance with the practice stated in Seton, 


. 1091. The usual foreclosure judgment had been obtained, and the 
‘ fixed for payment was the Ist of June, 1885. On that day a person, 
duly appointed by the plaintiff by power of attorney, attended to receive 


the money, but the same was not paid. On the 8th of June an application 
for an order for foreclosure absolute was made and ted. Before 
drawing up the order the registrar required the production of an affidavit 
by the plaintiff proving that he had not received the money between the 
date of the attendance and of the order for foreclosure absolute. The 
plaintiff now asked the court, upon the authority of Frith v. Cooke, 
(33 W. R. 688), to with the B narorsinee of such affidavit. The 
grounds of the application were, that the interval was only seven days and 
the plaintiff was of advanced Kay, J., declined to with 
the production of the affidavit.—Counsz1, Renshaw. Soxicrrors, Roberts ¢ 
Barlow. 





Pricreat AnD AcEnt—Imrtiep AvtHoritTy oF AGENT TO BIND PRINCIPAL 
—Wakrranty on Saz or A Honse—Trave or A Horse DeatEer.—In a case 
of Baldry v. Bates, which came before the Divisional Court on the 18th 
and 19th insts., the question arose as to the ington authority of an agent 
to warrant a horse as sound when selling it. e action was brought by 
the plaintiff, a livery stable-keeper, to recover damages from the 
defendant, who owned a riding-school, for breach of en the sale 
of a mare under the following ci ces :—The defendant, who at 
the time in question kept twenty-two horses for his riding-school, in 
August, 1883, sent a man in his employment, called Sivell, with a mare 
to the plaintiff for the purpose of selling it. On the plaintiff saying that the 
mare seemed to him to him to look not unlike having the mange, Sivell said 
that ‘‘the mare was suffering from no catching disease, and could safely 
be placed in the same stables as his other horses.” The price of the mare 
was to be £10. The plaintiff said he would take the mare on trial, and 
the mare remained, but subsequently the plaintiff found that she had the 
mange, and in December she died, aos a the disease to other 
horses in the plaintiff’s stable. The jury fo (1) that the plaintiff did, 
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not buy the mare; (2) that Sivell did warrant her as alleged; (3) that the 
defendant had not authorized Sivell to warrant her; (4) that the mare at 
the time had the mange; (5) that the defendant did not know it, but 
knew there was something amiss with her; (6) that Sivell knew at the 
time that the mare had the mange. The jury assessed the damages at 
£175. The judge, upon the findings, entered judgment for the plaintiff, 
on the ground that the defendant was in the position of a horse-dealer, 
and that consequently Sivell had implied authority to bind the defendant, 
his master, by a warranty, within the decision of Howard v. Sheward (15 
W. R. 45, L. R. 2 ©. P. 148). Held, by the Divisional Court (Grove, 
Denman, and Wi1ts, JJ.),on motion to enter judgment for the defendant, 
that there was no evidence to show that the defendant was a horse- 
dealer, A horse-dealer means a man whose business is dealing in horses, 
and who makes his money by buying and selling them. A man may be a 
horse-dealer while also in other pursuits. But buying and 

horses must be a part of his business, and it is not sufficient that 
the necessity of the business compels him from time to time to buy and 
sell horses. Otherwise a master of foxhounds, a farmer, a brewer, or @ 
carrier might come within the category of horse-dealers. The defendant 
here made his living by his riding-school, and not by buying and selling 
horses, though it happened from the necessities of his business that he 
from time to time bought and sold horses for the purposes of his riding- 
school. The court also said that if there was any evidence that the 
defendant was a horse-dealer, the question ought to have been left to the 
jury, and not decided by the judge. There being, however, no evidence 
to support the finding of the judge that the defendant was a horse- 
dealer, Sivell had no implied authority to bind the defendant by a 
warranty (Brady v. Todd, 9 W. R. 483, 9 C. B. N. 8. 592), and the 
defendant was entitled to judgment.—CovunseL, Freeman; Crump and 
J. E. Bankes. Soutcrrors, Shepheard § Sons; W. Scott Fox. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Banxrvrrcy Perrrion—Recervinc Orper—ADJOURNMENT OF PeTITION— 
“‘Surricenr Cause ”’—Discretion or Rxoisrrar—Banxeurrcy Act, 
1883, s. 7, suB-szcTion 3.—In a case of Ex parte Oram, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 19th inst., there was a question as 
to the power of the registrar to adjourn the hearing of a Senkonseer 
— sine die. The defence to the petition was that the debtors 

i executed (out of court) a deed of arrangement with their creditors, 
which, it was said, would be far more beneficial to the creditors generally 
than a bankruptcy. The petitioner was a creditor who had not executed or 
assented tothe deed. Mr. Pepys ordered the further hearing of 
the petition to be adjourned generally, with liberty to apply, on the ground 
that it was desirable to see how the arrangement made the deed would 
work. Section 7 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides by sub-section 3 
that, ‘‘ if the court is not satisfied with the proof of the petitioning credi- 
tor’s debt, or of the act of bankruptcy, or of the service of the petition, or 
is satisfied by the debtor that he is able to pay his debts, or that. for other 
sufficient cause no order ought to be made, the court may dismiss the 
petition.”” The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Baccatiay and Bowsn, 
L.JJ.) discharged the order. Brett, M.R., said that by making this order, 
after fully hearing the petition, the registrar was taking the first step to- 
wards dismissing the petition. He in effect said, If the arrangement works 
well, I shall dismiss the petition. Unless the fact that such an arrange- 
ment had been made between the debtor and some of his creditors was a 

sufficient cause” within sub-section 3 of section 7, the registrar had no 
Diss (. to deal with the matter by way of dismissing the petition. Ez parte 
Dizon R. 13 Q. B. D. 118, 28 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 469) was a decision 
that a deed entered into between a debtor and some of his creditors, who 
did not follow the steps pointed out by the Act (though the provisions of the 
deed in that case were not the same as those of the deed in the present case), 
was not a sufficient cause for the refusal to make a receiving order. The 
reasoning of the judges in Ez parte Dizon was not founded on the par- 
ticular of the deed, but on the fact that it was entered into at 
the time, in the manner, and by the persons who had entered into it. 
That decision applied equally to the present deed, and it showed that the 
registrar had no authority or jurisdiction to order an adjournment of the 
ane a step towards the dismissal of the petition. Bacca.uay, L.J., 
said t he entirely adhered to what he had said in Ez parte Dizon. 
Bowsn, L.J., concurred.—Counset, H. Reed ; Upjohn ; F. Cooper Willis. 
Soxsctrons, Walker, Son, § Field; G. Davis, Son, § Co. 


Baxxavrtcy—Jvnispicrion or Recisrran—Dsg.iecaTep AUTHORITY— 
BasKRvUrPtTcy ComMENCED UNDER BANKRUPTCY Act, 1869—Banxruptcy Acr 
1869, s. 67—Bawxzvrtcy Act, 1883, ss. 93, 94, 99, 127, 169—Banxaurrcy 
Boxzs, 1883, ux. 5, 264.—In a case of Ez parte Edwards, before the Court 
of Appeal, No. 1, on the 19th inst., a question arose as to the jurisdiction 
of a registrar in the proceedings under an adjudication of ptcy 
made under the meyer ty Act, 1869. Mr. Brougham had 
made an order setting , a8 against the trustee in a bankruptcy, a post- 
n settlement executed by the bankrupt. Under the Ba: ptcy Act, 
1869, the registrar would have had power to make such an order under the 
delegated authority of the Chief Judge. Ina case under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, the registrar would have no such power. Rule 264 of the Bankruptcy 

, 1883, provides that “in any proceeding commenced under the Bank- 

ru Act, 1869, a registrar shall, unless and until the judge otherwise 
continue to have and exercise all power and jurisdiction (not other- 

wise provided for by the Act and these rules) which e had by de or 
otherwise at the commencement of these rules.” It was urged that this rule 
ras wird vires, and that the registrar had no jurisdiction to make the order 





The court (Brerr, M.R., and Baccatiay and Bowsn, L.JJ.) held, adopting 
the order of Mathew, J., in Ex parte Chandler (Weekly Notes, 1884, p. 29, 
Morell’s Bankruptcy Reports, vol. 1, pt. 1), that, by sub-section 3 of section 
169 of the Act of 1883, the jurisdiction of the registrars in matters pend- 
ing at the commencement of that Act is preserved, notwithstanding the 
repeal of the Act of 1869, and consequently that rule 264 was not wlérd vires, 
but was properly made under section 127, and that the registrar had juris- 
diction to make the order.—CounsgL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and F. Cooper 
Willis ; Pollard and Douglas Walker. Soutcrrors, G. 8. Hall; Lyne ¢ 
Holman. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Sorrcrrorn AND Orrenr—Morteace sy Cxrent to Soxicrror—Power or 
Sate—Omisston or Orprnary Restrictions on Exercise.—In a case of 
Cradock v. Rogers, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 19th inst., 
there was a question with regard to the duty of a solicitor who takes a 
mortgage from his client to give a full explanation to the client of the 
provisions contained in the mo deed. The defendant was a solicitor 
who, in September, 1879, paid off the sum of £750, which was then due b 
his client (the plaintiff) upon a mortgage of some property of his, and too 
a first mortgage of the property to himself to secure £850, which was 
made up of the £750, £20 paid by him to the plaintiff, and £80 retained 
by the defendant on account of some costs which he claimed to be due to 
him from the plaintiff in respect of some previous litigation between him 
and the mortgagees who were paid off. In preparing the mortgage deed 
the defendant acted as the plaintiff’s solicitor. The deed gave the mort- 
gagee an absolute power to sell the property, without the usual qualifica- 
tion that the power should not be exercised unless some principal 
money should be unpaid six months after notice, or unless some interest 
should be in arrear for three months. North, J., held on the evidence 
that the defendant did not explain to the plaintiff that the power of sale 
was not in the usual form. The defendant, in January, 1882, sold of 
the ge for £800, and on July 13, 1882, he sold the remainder for 
£375. No notice of either sale was given to the plaintiff. At the time of the 
first sale the interest was, as North, J., held, in arrear for more than three 
months ; at the time of the second sale it was not. The plaintiff claimed an 
account of what was due on the security and of the proceeds of the sales, 
and of the rents which had been received by the defendant, who had been 
in possession, and damages in respect of the sales, which the plaintiff 
alleged to have been wrongful and made at an undervalue. North, J., 
held that the first sale was not at an undervalue, but that the second was. 
He held that it was the duty of the defendant to have inserted in 
the deed the ordinary restrictions on the exercise of the power of sale, or to 
have explained the omission to his client. And his lordship ordered the 
defendant to pay £105 damages for the second sale and the costs of the 
action, except those of one issue—viz., whether the sales had been improp- 
erly conducted, which his lordship held that they had not. On the hear- 
ing of the appeal the court raised the question whether, if the power of 
on A had contained the provision that it should not be exercised unless 
interest should be in arrear for three months, and interest had 
once been in arrear for three months, the’ restriction on the exer- 
cise of the power would not be gone for ever afterwards. In the 
result it became unnecessary to decide this point, as the court (Corron, 
Lixpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision independently of it. 
Corton, L.J., said that in the present case the conduct of the mortgagee 
had been such as to make the second sale improper in any case, even 
supposing an event had happened which removed the restriction on the 
exercise of the power. e plaintiff's demand for an account of 
the first sale had not been complied with till after the action had 
been commenced. The second sale ought not to have taken place, 
and the defendant became answerable m respect of the price, and 
could not maintain that the price was what the re fetched. 
There was a conflict of evidence as to the value, but North, J., came to 
the conclusion that the sale was at an undervalue, and the Court 
of Appeal would not differ from him. Nor would they differ from his 
discreti judgment in making the defendant pay the costs, though it 
was un . Lanptgy and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsen, Barber, 
yen W. Willis, Q.C., and Richard Nevill. Souscrrons, F. Clift; C. 

ner. 


Practice—Costs—Tuixp Counszt—Souicitor anp Ciigent—Taxation.— 
The case of Broad and Broad, which was argued before a divisional court 
on the 19th inst., was an ap of Messrs. Broad & Broad from an order 
of We pon J., refusing to order the master to review his taxation of their 
bill of costs which had been taxed by him as between solicitor and client at 
the instanceof their formerclient, Mr. Goodenough. The action in which the 
coste were incurred was an action of Walmesley v. Mundy (32 W. R. 602, 
L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 811), in which the plaintiff had obtained judgment and 
a receivership order over certain h taments pe ge to the defendant, 
and in which Mr. Goodenough y 4 pram as claimant, alleging that he was 
entitled as second ee of pod vector profitsarising fromthem. 
The case as between Walmesley Goodenough was argued both in the 
Divisional Court and in the Court of Appeal, w ultimately decided in 
favour of Goodenough, thereby reversipg the decision of the Divisional 
Court. Three counsel were employed in the case on behalf of Good- 
enough. The costs of the third counsel were not allowed upon party and 
party taxation. oe taxation of costs as between solicitor and client 
the master lowed the costs of third counsel, being of opinion 
that he was i to do so, and had no discretion in the matter, upon the 
authority of Re Blyth and Fanshawe (31 W. R. 283, L. R. 10Q. B. D. 
207). By that case he thought it to be decided that where unusual 
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expense had been incurred, which he considered the employment of third 
counsel to be, and as Messrs. Broad & Broad when the expense was in- 
curred had not pointed out to their client that such might not be 
allowed on party and party taxation, and might, therefore, have to be 
paid by the client whatever the result of the ings, he was bound to 
disallow such costs. It was contended on behalf of the appellants that 
the master was wrong in so holding, for that the present case differed 
from that of Re Blyth and Fanshawe, in that here the costs of third counsel 
were in question, whereas in that case the decision only dealt with the 
costs of shorthand writers’ notes, and that the costs of third counsel were 
not an unusual expense. It was further contended that the remarks of 
Baggallay, L.J., at the commencement of his judgment in Blyth’s case, 
were not to be read as the laying down of a principle of law, but only as 
obiter dicta. The Count, however (Fretp pn, Manisry, JJ.) were clearly of 
opinion that, except under exceptional ci ces, the employment of 
third counsel was unusual nse (they referred on this point to the case of 
Smith v. Baker, 23 W. R. 332, f: R. 19 Eq. 473); and that the present case fell 
within the principle distinctly laid down by Baggallay, L.J., in Re Blyth 
and Fanshawe. While regretting that it should be so, inasmuch as under 
the circumstances of the case there appeared to have been no impropriety 
in the solicitors having employed three counsel, they were of opinion that 
the master had no discretion in the matter, and was bound to disallow the 
costs, and dismissed the appeal.—Souicrrors, Broad § Broad ; Sandom, 
Kersey, § Knight, 





Sorrcrrorn—Oosts—Taxatron—Soricrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, s. 2 
—GeENERAL Orper, Avoust, 1882, s. 2, scHED. 1, pant 1, n. 11—Sates UNDER 
Lanps Ciauses Consortnation Act—Rx-INvEsTMENT IN Lanp—Inquiry 
DIRECTED WHETHER Goov TITLE COULD BE SHOWN—INVESTIGATION OF TITLE 
sy Soxicrror.—In a case uf In re The Merchant Taylors’ Company, before the 
Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 20th inst., some important questions arose 
upon the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the Remuneration 
Order of August, 1882. Lands belonging tu the Merchant Taylors’ 
Company were taken by a railway company under their compulsory 
powers, and the purchase-moneys were paid into court under the pro- 
visions of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act. A provisional contract 
was afterwards entered into by the Merchant Taylors’ aay for the 
purchase of some other land for the re-investment of the purchase-money, 
and the court directed an inquiry whether a good title could be made to 
the land, and in case a good title could be made, it was ordered that a 
proper conveyance of the land be settled by the judge in chambers, and a 
reference was ordered to the taxing master to tax the costs of the 
Merchant Taylors’ Company of the re-investment, and of obtaining the 
order and of all proceedings relating thereto, and it was ordered that the 
costs should be paid by the railway company. The title was afterwards 
approved, and the bill of costs of the Merchant Taylors’ Company was 
carried in for taxation. The solicitors had charged the scale fee, as 
given in part 1 of schedule 1 to the Remuneration Order in the case of a 
purchaser’s solicitor, ‘‘ for investigating title,’ &c. The taxing master 
allowed this fee, and the railway company objected to the allowance, on 
the ground that the scale fee did not apply, (1) ‘‘ because the item comes 
under the description of ‘business in any action, or transacted in any 
court, or in the chambers of any judge or master’ mentioned in section 2 
of the General Order. Nearly the whole of the work is transacted in the 
chambers of a judge, and the responsibility of the transaction is for the 
most part with the court and not with the solicitor’? ; and @) that, if that 
was not so, the application of the scale fee was excluded by rule 11 in 
part 1 of schedule 1 to the Order, which provides that, ‘‘in cases of sales 
under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, or any other private or 
public Act under which the vendor’s charges are paid by the 

urchaser, the scale shall not apply.”” The taxing master overruled the 

t head of objection, on the ground that it was covered by the decision 
of Kay, J.,in Stanford v. Roberts (32 W.R. 45, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 155, 28 
Soricrrors’ Journat, 304), that the scale fee applies to all conveyancing 
business whether in an action or not (since Phowed by Pearson, J., in 
Fleming v. Hardcastle, ante, p. 472); and he overruled the second head on 
the ground that the costs referred for taxation were not vendor's costs, 
but the costs of the Merchant 6 Company as ———_ Chitty, 
J. (33 W. R. 542, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 209), affirmed e decision. In the 
Court of Appeal another ground of objection was taken—viz., that, when 
an inquiry whether a good title can be shown is directed by the court, the 
solicitor who has the conduct of the — does not ‘‘in the 
title’’ within the meaning of part 1 o edule 1 to the Order, and, 
rr gro the scale fee does not apply, the whole of the work men- 
tioned in part 1 not having been done by the solicitor. On this point the 
case was referred back to the taxing master that he might deal with the 
new objection. The original objection was amended as follows:— 
“Because the conduct of the inquiry directed by the Order, whether a 
good title could be made to the land, was not an inves ion of title 
within the meaning of schedule 1 to the General Order.” The taxi 
master in his answer to the amended objection, after referring to S 
v. Roberts and Fleming v. Hardcastle, said, ‘‘ It has, ever since the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Order came into operation, been the invariable practice in 
the taxing masters’ office to apply ‘the scale’ to all sales and purchases 
made by the direction or with the approval of the court, and to allow, in 
addition to ‘the scale feo,’ the fees prescribed by the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, for the extra work occasioned by the intervention of the 
court. The course of the business (i.¢., the work dono by the solicitor), 
for which the scale fee is allowed, is p the same whether or not the 
sale or purchase is carried out under the ion of the court, except 
that, when the approval of the court is n 
counsel employed 


ecessary, the conveyancin 
selected by the court instead of by the soliedvor. 4 


both cases the vendor’s solicitor draws the contract, draws the abstract 
iy poi SS Cee Say cae ee 
answers the requisitions on peruses conveyance, hands 
over the conveyance and ‘tile desde on compiction, ane sacies 
and carries on (on the part of vendor) the attendances 


&c., receives deeds 

and carries on (on the part of the purchaser) all the attendances and 
correspondence arising out of the purchase. All the foregoing business is 
covered by ‘the scale fee,’ whether the sale or purchase takes place in 
court or out of court. The additional work created by the intervention 
of the court consists of the preparation of two or three affidavits, and of a 
chief clerk’s certificate, a few attendances on the chief 

up of one or more orders, and (in the case of a sale) of 
the London Gazette. For this extra work the fees prescribed by the R. 
1883, are allowed. I cannot see any reason why the intervention 
court should operate to deprive a vendor or purchaser of the 
which results from the application of ‘the scale,’ an 
ai cata hae ee v. Roberts, and Fleming v. Hardcastle 
p ae administration 
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sheila 
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ected in the course of an 

roceeding. I am unable to draw a distinction 
cen com i CSA. OO Cogs, See 
court has to be completed out of a fund to court under the 
Clauses Consolidation Act. Itis to be that, should the decision 
in Stanford v. Roberts be overruled, ‘the scale’ will cease to be ap 
to leases of property under administration by the court, so that, 
a lease is granted with the approval of the court, the costs will, instead of 
being a gross sum easily ascertainable in advance (a matter of no small 
moment to the lessee, fall), consist of a 
series of charges in increased by the operation of the 2nd schedule 
pete peg cpt Po me Be yt pence Fis 

ted by the court nm the ma; of cases, 
ela ta of the same rental value not administered by the 
court, the work done (exclusive of the attendances on the 
the preparation of affidavits, certificate, &c., the costs of 
in the action and not paid by the lessee) being the same 
cases.’? On the appeal it was urged that the decision in Stanford v. 
Roberts was wrong, and that the qualification in section 2 of 
“‘not being business in any action, &c.,’’ lies to all that is mentioned 
before, co not merely to ‘‘other business.”’ As to rule 11, it was con- 
tended, that, when the purchase-money of land, taken under the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, is re-invested, the re-investment is pany am 
of the original transaction—the sale to the company ; that the sale the 
re-investment form one entire transaction, and the purchaser for re-in- 
vestment is really, as regards the company, still a vendor within the 
meaning of rule 11. As to the third objection, it was urged that the 
scale fee was fixed with regard to the amount of the solicitor’s responsi- 
bility, and that, when there is a reference to chambers as to title, the 
solicitor of the purchaser is relieved of al at 
any rate, has a very small amount of responsibility. The court (Corror, 
Linpizy, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 4 
opinion that the exception contained in rule 11 of sales under the Lands 

uses Consolidation Act did not . This was a purchase, not 
and if it had been intended to 


whether the scale fee apphed 

transacted in any court, or in chambers, no 
scurity in the Order. But, from section 2 of the Act, it was plain 
that only contentious business was intended to be His 
lordship was of o that the - 


men- 
tioned, and not to any con’ business. The more difficult point 
paper pes ai eh words 
in 1 of the schedule, 
which the scale fee was to be charged. In order to entitle the solicitor to 
the fee, the solicitor must have really done 
mentioned in the schedule. Ifhe had done some only of the 

was not entitled to the fee which was to be — for all, not some. 
The question was whether, in the t case, 

could be said to have ‘in the title’’ within the meaning 
schedule. On 6 et Se See SS ae 
They had derived assistance from reasons given 
master, with to which he had consulted the other taxing 
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Linvtey, L.J., was of the same opinion. He thought that the words of 
the schedule were as applicable to the one kind of business as to the 
other. He thought that the difference in the amount of the solicitor’s 
responsibility ought not to make any difference in the construction of the 
schedule. It was framed by persons who knew perfectly well what they 
were about, and whose duty it was, under section 4 of the Act, to take 
into account the responsibility of the solicitor. There was no trace in the 
schedule of any distinction between the amount of the solicitor’s responsi- 
bility, as, for instance, between the case of a solicitor who was acting for 
an eminent conveyancer, and referred a question of law to his client, and 
the case of a solicitor who was acting for an ordinary layman. His lord- 
ship thought that the solicitor’s work in the case of a sale or purchase in 
court was at least as arduous as in the case of an ordinary sale or pur- 
chase. There was no reason to suppose that the solicitor was better paid in 
the former case than in the latter; his lordship suspected that he was 
not. Fry, L.J., was entirely of the same opinion. He had felt consider- 
able doubt whether a solicitor who assisted the chief clerk or the judge in 
chambers in answering an inquiry as to title was entitled to the scale fee 
for “‘ investigating the title,’’ &c. But, on consideration, it appeared to 
his lordship that, before the solicitor could give that assistance, he must 
have investigated the title. His lordship relied also on the statement of 
the taxing master, and of the chief clerk who had been consulted, that 
the course of business was the same in the case of a sale in court as in 
any other sale, with the exception that the conveyancing counsel of the 
court was employed instead of another conveyancer. It was true that the 
responsibility of the solicitor was somewhat less. But the court ought 
not to draw fine distinctions as to the amount of the solicitor’s responsi- 
bility. The decision at which the court had arrived was in accordance, 
not only with the language of the schedule, but with the course of busi- 
ness and the convenience of solicitors and their clients.—CounseL, W. 
Pearson, Q.C., and F. Pownall; Macnaghten, Q.C., and Newton R. Smart ; 
Romer, Q.C., and H. J. Hood. Souicrtons, R. Ward; W.F. Fearn; A. G. 


Hien Court or JusTicE—QUEEN’s BrENcH Division. 
(Before Lord Corrripez, C.J., and Matuew, J.) 
June 18.—Jn the Matter of Maugham, a Solicitor. 


This case raised the question for the first time whether work done by an 
English solicitor in France was liable to taxation in England. The facts 
were these :—Mesers. Johnson & Co., London solicitors, conducting a case 
before the English courts, employed the late Mr. R. O. Maugham to 

evidence and do work generally in France. Mr. Maugham, being 
yo English solicitor, had resided and practised in France for thirty-five 
years. In this case he acted as foreign correspondent to the English 
solicitors. He had since died. Messrs. Johnson & Co. took out a summons 
to tax Mr. Maugham’s bill of costs, which was opposed by the late Mr. 
Maughan’s executors, on.the ground that it was a foreign contract, and 
therefore not subject to the English law; that the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 37, 
does not apply to work done in England when the contract is wholly made 


W. 0. Danckwerts and W. H. Payne appeared for the executors against 
, urging that it was a French bill. 
Bigham, Q.C., appeared for Messrs. Johnson & Co., and supported the 
application to have the bill taxed. “ 
The Covrr called for the bill, and said that, as the solicitor was an 
ae by English subjects by a retainer sent 
taken that his bill was subject to taxation 





SOCIETIES. 


GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCOR PORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual a meeting of this society was held at the Royal 
Station Hotel, , on Thursday, June 15, Mr. Ellett (Cirencester), 
the president, in the chair. There were t Mr. Whitcombe, Mr. 
Taynton, Mr. RB. S. Helps, Mr. A. 8. Helps, and Mr. E. W. Coren, 
honorary secretary (Gloucester), Mr. W. Warman, Mr. F. Winterbotham, 
Mr. A. J. Morton Ball, and Mr. R. H. Smith (Stroud), Mr. Tudway 
ee any W. 8. Jones and Mr. Forrester (Malmesbury), Mr. 
Kogers (T , Mr. Kinneir, Mr. Tombs, Mr. Barns, and Mr. Baker 
(Swindon), Mr. kk. W. Merriman (Mariborough), Mr. Bevir (Wootton 

, Mr. Wintle and Mr. Carter (Newnham), Mr. G. B. Smith 
(Naileworth), &c. The report of the committee and statement of accounts 
were, on the motion of the president, seconded by Mr. M. F. Carter 
(Newnham), received and adopted. Grants to the amount of £80 were 
made to a widow and daughters of deceased solicitors. Nine new 
members were clected. The society's subscription of thirty guineas to the 
Gloucestershire Law Library was renewed, as was also the subscription to 
the Associated Law GSocicties. Mr. K. G. ¥rancis, of Stow-on-the-Wold, 
was elected vice-president for the ensuing year, and the committee were 
re-elected. The proceed with votes of thanks to the 
president and committee. in the evening the ugual annual dinner of the 
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LAW STUDENTS’ CONGRESS. 


A congress of law students from different parts of the country was held 
on the 18th, 19th, and 20th insts., in Clement’s Inn Hall. Mr. Bateman 
Napier presided, and the delegates present were stated to represent up- 
wards of 4,000 law students. On the 18thinst., Mr. Charles Ford, solicitor, 
of London, read a paper on ‘‘ The Future of the Profession,’’ in which he 
advocated the naulaianetion of its two branches, an equal distribution of 
honours and distinctions to each, and the abolition of the present scale of 
costs, which enco the solicitor to employ the barrister. He also 
desired to see the establishment of district courts and a law university, 
through which every student would have to pass and which, spreading its 
branches through the Empire, should furnish a means of legal education 
in keeping with public requirements, and thus by exalting the profession 
make it more worthy of the confidence of the people. This paper led toa 
motion by Mr. 8S. F. Goodall—“‘ That the tion of both branches 
of the profession is desirable.”” In moving it he said that, in his opinion, 
solicitors would lose nothing from amalgamation in point of remuneration, 
while at the same time the public would be large gainers, as they at pre- 
sent had to pay two lawyers instead of one, though both were, practically 
speaking, qualified to fight or defend a case without the other’s aid. A 
long and closely-contested discussion followed upon this motion, which 
finally resulted in its defeat by a majority of ten dissentients. 

After a paper on “‘ Law Students’ Societies : Their Constitution, Objects, 
and Uses,” by Mr. C. B. Wilson (Liverpool), it was resolved to establish a 
monthly Law Students’ Magazine ; and other more or less formal business 
having been transacted, the meeting adjourned until the evening. 

At the evening gathering, Mr. C. F. Whitfield (Liverpool) presided. 
Mr. A. Smith (Birmingham), in reading a paper on ‘‘ Lectures and Classes 
as a Means of Legal Education,’’ blamed the system which at present ob- 
tained in the law classes of the town, of simply reading from text-books, 
which students could very well dofor themselves. What the latter wanted 
was to learn something practical, which text-books either did not teach or 
only insufficiently explained, and not mere wordy and diffuse dissertations 
upon theoretical law. A discussion afterwards took place on a motion as 
to the necessity for establishing a Law University. It was pointed out by 
Mr. R. E. Branthwaite (Manchester) that the desirability of such an insti- 
tution, where intending members of the profession should receive a 
preliminary legal training, had been affirmed both by a Select Committee 
of the House of Commons and a Royal Commission, while Earl Selborne 
had also always been a strenuous advocate of the scheme. The motion 
was eventually carried, and other business followed. 

The conference was continued on the 19th inst. under the presidency of 
Mr. A. H. Coley, of Birmingham. A paper was read on ‘‘The Present System 
of Examinations of Articled Olerks,’’ by Mr. A. 8. Tratman (Bristol), and 
discussions took place on the following motions: —‘‘ That the entrance tothe 
profession should be by passing the London Matriculation Examination, or 
some examination equivalent thereto.” ‘‘That distinctions should be 
awarded at the intermediate, and that the names of the second and third 
class honours men should be arranged in order of merit.”” ‘‘ That in setting 
the final examination questions, less eo eg ee should be given to mere 
points of practice, and that more attention should be paid to legal prin- 
ciples.’’ 

The members dined at the Holborn Restaurant in the evening. 

On the 20th inst. the conference was resumed under the presidency of 
Mr. D, StewartSmith. A a was read on ‘‘ The Position and Prospects 
of Articled Clerks,’’ by Mr. Charles Kains-Jackson, and discussions held on 
the following motions :—‘‘ That the system whereby paid clerks can obtain 
articles is detrimental to the status and credit of the profession.” ‘‘ That 
the interests of articled clerks should be consulted in the expenditure of 
the fees and subscriptions paid by them to the Incorporated Law Society.” 
‘* That articles should be shortened by one year.’’ ‘‘ That a two years’ 
interval between practising as a solicitor and proceeding to the bar should 
be no longer required.”’ 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The members of this socicty held their annual dinner at the Holborn 
Restaurant on Tuesday, the 16th of June. In the unavoidable absence of 
Mr. H. H. Fowler, M.P., a past member of the society, Mr. bg ay 
Q.C., also a past member, presided. Among the guests were Mr. W. D. I. 
Foulkes, Mr. H. F. Church, Mr. Shiress 1, @.C., Mr. ©. J. Cross, and 
others. The following toasts were duly honoured: “‘The Queen and the 
Royal Vamily,’’ by the chairman ; ‘‘ The Army, Navy, and Reserve 
Forces,’ proposed by the chairman, and ded to by Mr. H. F’. Church 
and My. D. Stewart Smith ; “The Law Students’ Debating Boclety,” pro- 
posed by the c ; “The Bench and ne Peepeet Mr, A. M, Fllis, 
and responded to by Mr. Shiress Will, Q.C., and Mr. Swinfen Eady ; ‘‘ The 
In ted Law Society,’ proposed by Mr. W. D. I. Foulkes, and re- 

to by Mr. Joseph Aadinon ; “The Old Members,” proposed by Mr. 

. B, Napier, and ded to by Mr. W. H. Herbert; ‘The Visitors,’’ 

oposed by Mr. W. Lloyd Jones, and responded to by Mr. O, J. Cross. 
Tha speeches were interspersed with and recitations, and a ver 

leasant evening was passed. Seventy-one members and guests attende 
the dinner, and the proceedings nated with a vote of thanks to the 
chairman, whose health was proposed by Mr. J. W. Howlett, and drunk 
with musical honours. 
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THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


Tue registrar of a county court in the Midland district, who had written 
to the Board of Trade suggesting that ‘‘ private arrangements” outside 
the sphere of the Bankruptcy Act should be prohibited by Act of Parlia- 
ment, has received the following reply :— 


‘* Board of Trade, Bankruptcy Department, June 15, 1885. 

‘‘Sir,—I am directed to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 
2nd inst. addressed to the President of the Board of Trade in regard to the 
number of private arrangements in your district, and to thank you for 
calling his attention tothe same. I am to point out, however, that the 
practice of calling private meetings and making private arrangements 
outside the sphere of the Bankruptcy Act is by no means a new one, and 
that in all the leading retail trades it has been practised for many years. 
Asa matter of fact, the Board of Trade have been unable to obtain any 
trustworthy evidence that (except in one or two special trades) the practice 
is materially on the increase. 

“It is not likely that the Legislature will, by any amendment of the 
bankruptcy law or rules, attempt entirely to prevent private arrangements. 
The question of requiring them to be registered will, it would seem, shortly 
be brought before Parliament. 

“It is hardly necessary to point out that the bankruptcy laws are 
primarily intended for ‘‘ the relief of insolvent debtors,’’ who are unable 
otherwise to arrange for the discharge of their liabilities; but where a 
debtor and his creditors mutually and unanimously as to the terms 
on which the debtor’s obligations are to be cancelled, it does not appear to 
be consistent with public policy to interfere with their freedom of action 
by force of law. What the Board of Trade deem to be essential, and what 
they believe to have been secured by the action of the present Bankruptcy 
Act, is—first, that the benefit of the bankruptcy laws shall only be afforded 
in cases where a full and impartial investigation of all the circumstances 
takes place; and, second, that, except under these conditions, no creditor 
shall be compelled to accept less than the full amount of his debt by the 
action of any majority of creditors whatsoever. 

‘*T am directed to add that the subject of the scale of costs for necessary 
legal work is at present under consideration by the proper authorities, and 
itis hoped that the matter may shortly be dealt with in a satisfactory 
manner. 

**T am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
‘“‘Joun Surru, Inspector-General in Bankruptcy.” 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Harprnee Srantey Girrarp, Q.C., M.P., who has been appointed 
Lord High Chancellor of England, is the third son of Mr. Stanley Lees 
Giffard, hee ter, and was born in 1825. He was educated at haaen 
College, Oxford, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Hilary Term, 1850. He formerly practised on the South Wales and 
Chester Circuit, and he was for several years junior counsel to the 
Treasury at the Central Criminal Court. He became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1865, and he has been M.P. for Launceston in the Conservative interest 
since 1877. He was appointed Solicitor-General in November, 1875, when 
he received the honour of knighthood, but he retired from office in 1880. 
He is chairman of quarter sessions for Carmarthenshire, constable of 
Launceston Castle, and a bencher of the Inner Temple, of which society 
he was treasurer in 1881. 


The Right Hon. Epwarp Gisson, LL.D., Q.C., M.P., who has been 
ge Lord High Chancellor of Ireland, is the son of Mr. William 
Gibson, of Dublin, and was born in 1837. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1858, M.A. in 1861, and 
LL.D. in 1881, and he was called to the bar in Ireland in 1860. He 
formerly practised on the Leinster Circuit, and -he became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1872. He was elected M.P. for the University of Dublin in 
the Conservative interest in 1875, and he was Attorney-General for 
Ireland from 1877 till 1880, 


The Right Hon. Sir Rrcuarp Assueron Cross, G.C.B., M.P., who has 
been appointed Secretary of State for the Home Department, is the eldest 
son of Mr, James Oross, of Preston, and was born in 1823. He was 
educated at Rugby, and at Trinity College, Cam! » Where he 

a - Nag aga in 1846. He was called to bar at the 

nner Temple in Trinity Term, 1849, and he form practised on the 
Northern Chrouit. Ho was MP, for Preston in the Onechrvatiee interest 
from 1857 till 1862, and he has been M.P. for South-West Lancashire 
since 1868. He was appointed Secretary of State for the Home Depart- 
ment in 1874, when he was sworn in as a Privy Councillor, and he was 
created a Civil sy Grand Oross of the Order of the Bath on his retire- 
ment in 1880. Sir R. Cross is a bencher of the Inne®t_ Temple, a deputy- 
oo for Lancashire, and a magistrate for that county and for 

eshire, 


The Right Hon. Garnorns Harpy, Viscount Cransroox, G.C.8.I., 
who hae been appointed Lord President of the Counoil, is the third son of 
Mr. John ye barrister, and was born in 1814, He was educated at 
Shrewsbury School, and at Oriel College, Oxford, where he graduated 
second class in classics in 1836, He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Templo in Kastor ‘Term, 1840, and he formerly practised on the Northern 
Circuit. He was M.l’, for Leominster in the Conservative interest from 





1857 till 1865, when he was returned for the University of Oxford. 
He was Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department from 
February, 1858, till June, 1859, and in June, 1866, he became President 
of the Poor Law , and was sworn a member of the Privy Council. 
He was Secretary of State for the Home , ~~ from May, 1867, till 
December, 1868, Secretary of State for War from February, 1874, till 
March, 1878, and Secretary of State for India from March, 1878, till 
April, 1880. Lord Cranbrook was created a Knight Grand Cross of the 
Star of India in 1880, and he is a bencher of the Inner Temple, a ys 
trate and deputy-lieutenant for the West Riding of Yorkshire, a 
istrate for Kent. He was for several years chairman of the West 
Kent Quarter Sessions. 

The Right Hon. Daviv Rosert Piunxer, Q.C., M.P., who has been 
appointed Chief er of Works and Public Buildings, 

third son of the third Lord Plunket, and was born in s 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and was called to 

Ireland in 1862. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1868, and he was Law 
Adviser to the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland from September till December, 


The Right Hon. Rosert Bovrxs, barrister, M.P., who has been ap- 
pointed Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, is the third son of 
the fifth Earl of Mayo, and was born in 1827. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Micheelmas Term, 1852. He formerly P --rypecny on the South-Eastern 
Circuit, and at the Parliamen Bar, and he was for several years junior 
counsel to the Attorney-General in cases under the Legitimacy Declara- 
tion Act. Mr. Bourke is the author of a work on Parliamentary 
Precedents. He has been M.P. for Lynn in the Conservative interest 
since 1868, and he was Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs from 
1874 till 1880, when he was sworn in as a member of the Privy 
Council. 

The Right Hon. Sir Srarrorp Henry Norrucors, Bart., G.C.B., M-P., 
has been appointed First Lord of the Treasury, and has been created Earl 
of Iddesleigh and Viscount St. Cyr. Lord Iddesleigh is the eldest son of 
Mr. Henry Stafford Northcote. He was born in 1818, and succeeded 
to the baronetcy on his grandfather’s death in 1851. He was educated at 
Eton, and he was formerly scholar of Balliol College, Oxford, where he 
graduated first class in classics and third class in mathematics in 1839, 
and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1847. He was private secretary to Mr. Gladstone when President of the 
Board of Trade, and he was a short time Legal Secretary to the Board of 
Trade. He was one of the secretaries to the Commissioners of the Exhibi- 
tion of 1851, and he was a member of the Joint Commission on Zhe 
Alabama Treaty. He was M.P. for Dudley in the Conservative interest 
from 1855 till 1857, and for Stamford from 1858 till 1866, when he was 
returned for North Devonshire. He was Financial Secretary to the 
Treasury from sey till July, 1859, President of the Board of Trade 
from June, 1866, March, 1867, of State for India from 
March, 1867, till December, 1868, and Chancellor of the — yo from 
1874 till 1880. Lord Iddesleigh is a magistrate and deputy lieutenant 
for Devonshire. 

The Hon. Epwarp Srannors, barrister, M.P., who has been appointed 
Vice-President of the Committee of the Privy Council on Education, and 
has been sworn in as a member of the Privy Council, is the second son of 
the fifth Earl a and was born in 1840. He was educated at Harrow 
and at Christ Ch , Oxford, where he uated B.A. in 1862, and he 
was afterwards elected afellow of All ’ College. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1865, and he formerly prac- 
tised on the Home Circuit and at the Kent Sessions. Mr. Stanhope acted 
as an assistant commissioner on the Employment of Women and dren 
in Agriculture, and he has been M.P. Mid-Lincolnshire in the Con- 
servative interest since 1874. He was § to the Board of Trade 
from November, 1875, till April, 1878, and Under-Secretary of State for 
India from April, 1878, till April, 1830. 

Mr. Cecirt Bray, solicitor (of the firm of Cecil & Peter), of Hols- 
worthy and Stratton, has been appointed Clerk to the Holsworthy Local 
Board. Mr. Bray was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 

Mr. Franx James, junior, of Merthyr Tydvil and Aberdare, has been 
appointed Assistant Clerk to the Merthyr Tydvil Board of Guardians. Mr. 
James was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 

Mr. Crantes Lvxmoorr Hock, solicitor, of Dartmouth, vy ny 
and Brixham, has been ted Poor Law Auditor for the 
District. Mr. Hockin was a solicitor in 1879. 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
June 19,— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Privats Buws.—Selby and Mid-Yorkshire Union Railway; Great 
Western Dales, Sante one Trent Railway and Dock ; ton Rail- 
way; Lower ey Site Serene) Base See, 


Railway ; 


Leonard's, and Alford Tramways; Manchester, 
Tramways; Liverpool Daprovement ; Metropolitan Outer 
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Metropolitan Board of Works; North British Railway ; Worcester and 
Broom Railway ; Weston-super- Mare, Clevedon, and Portishead Tram- 
ways; Scarborough, Bridlington, and West Riding Junction Railways. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 

Prarvare Brius.— Lincoln — Gas Purchase; Barrington’s 
Hospital; Llangammarch and Neath and Brecon Junction Railway ; 
_ ion Riverside Fish Market (Extension of Time); Woking Water and 

June 23.—Bill Read a Second Time. 

Yorkshire Registries. 

Bilis Read a Third Time 

Prrvate Brus.—Southwark and Vauxhall ‘Water ; Southport and 
Cheshire Lines Extension Railway ; London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Railway (Various Powers) ; Isle of Axholme Railway ; Hull, Barnsley, 
and West Riding Junction Railway and Dock; Lydd Railway ; London, 
Tilbury, and Southend Railway ; Rhondda and Swansea Bay Railwa, 
Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway; Brentford and District 


ways ; Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway. 
Burial Boards (Contested Elections). 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 19.— Bills Read a Second Time. 

Privatz Brts.—Selby Dam Drainage ; Taff Vale Railway. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvars Bri1s.—Liverpool Cathedral; Ward’s City of London School 
for Girls; Colne Valley and Halstead Railway ; Bootle-cum-Linacre 
(Fraudulent Bonds). 
June 23.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Parvate Brt.—North London Railway. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


Parvars Buis.—Corporation of London (Tower Bridge) ; Hastings 
ion. 








We are requested to state that, by order of the Master of the Library, 
the Library of Gray’s Inn will in future be open every week day during 
the month of September, except Saturdays, from ten a.m. to two p.m. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGIBTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL CoURT APPEAL Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1. No.2 V. C. Bacon. oe 
Mon.June 29 Mr. Jackson Mr. Ward Mr. Carrington Mr. King 
--- Carrington Pem Jac’ = r 
we 1 = Pugh Ward —_ — 
3 
> 














COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Joust Srocgk Compantzs. 
LOOTED Dx CHANCERY. 
GywrralL Petwrine Brock Compasy, Lamirep.—By an order made by Bacon, 
V.U., dated June &, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the com- 
be continued. Allen and Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq, solicitors for the 


Ay. AND ASHWOOD pase Lime Company, Buxton, Liuirep. By an 
order made + | Bacon, V.C., dated June 8, it was ordered that the voluntary 
of the company be continued. Pritchard and Co., siaiy lane, 
SournH A: p to hmnn = PPER M L : ool chit 2d h 3, yy de i 
wC Ines, LIMITED itty, « an order, datec 

May 5, appointed Henry Heary Kendrick, 


10, Pancras lane, to be official wot ng oe 
une 19.) 
ses Prez Orrice, Limrrezp. qn bod pda b +d. ‘dated June 
12, 1t wae ordered that the office be wound 1 
ficlde, ag Sharman Co, Liverpool, Picture Faw & petitioner 


ea 


es Lincoln's inn 


and 
Casousg Hs AND Sixen Foo Bioware ComPaxy, Loar Kay, J ches by 
* tg 2%, Am sq, an les 
i blags, to be official fic 
Lact arborea ers, Lan By an nds ade Fearon 
wae com be wound U 9 
red tim felis solicitors for the petiti jones” . ae, 


LAsD ABD Buitptxe Compary, Limirev.—B 
coher male by , J., Gated June 13, it was ordered thet the company be 
wound +4," , Btennd, aera Se peeienes 

mn betore July 2), to vend thet mes d ad Soon ee: 

y ir names an = 

Sag See lee as esa Can Vee 


Fiasoten, Ave | Aug 6, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
Waune “¥ AND Company, LuwiTED.—Petition for winding. up: yasueptod June 22. 
directed to to be vont gt before Kay, J.. on Saturday, J gby and Liddle, 
Circus pl, Finsbury circus, solic tors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, June 23.) 


FRrenD_y Sonate a eg 71 ae “ 
BUTTERFLY S1cK AND BuRIAL SOCIETY, 18, Marylebone, Liverpoo une 1 
FRIENDLY SocrETY, Saracen’s Head Inn, King’s N Norton, Wo “—_ a 5 ¥ : 
azette, . 
Goop INTENT LODGE. GRAND UNITED ORDER OF ODD FELLOWS’ FRIENDLY So- 


CIETY Inn, W: , Salop. June 16 
oan ciguaiaaied ' Gasette, Tune 28.] 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 


Msne ARET HANNAH FRIENDLY Society, Tredegar Arms, Rhymney, Monmouth. 

un J 

SowERB “4 “4 4 5 Soom SunDAY (ane. Sick anD FungRat Society, Sowerby 
Church, Sowerby, Halifax. @ , June #8.) 








CREDITORS’ | CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. ‘ 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 





BALLARD, James Suapson, Verlands, nr Cowbridge, Glamorgan, Ironmonger. 
July 10. Yovel v Forester, =, Cue, J. Stockwood, Cowbridge 
KNOWLES. Manches Architect, Jul 4 Bell v Cooper, Registrar 


Bete a District. Cooper and 8 and Sons, "Man 
NEWMAN, EpwIin, Yeovil, Solicitor. oealy 11. Newman v Newman, 
Pearson, J. Gould, Clement’s _ itrand 
PRINCE, THomas, Cheetham, Manchester, Gent. J 2 auane v Wainwright, 
Registrar Manchester District. Chew and Sons, OF anette, Jun 16.] 
une 


Basra, Feu Jom, Maidstone. July 17. Gilbert v Bunyard, Chitty.” J. Monck- 


ton, 
i ELEN. Gressingham, Lansostes and GracE BRENNAND, 
Gressinghem. July 18. Newhouse v Lamb, Baco n, V.C. Barlow, Accrington 
Mazes, OHN, Preston, Innkeeper. July 3. Killett v yor, Registrar, Preston. 
e, Preston 


(Gazette, June 19.) 
Bourton, ROBERT GEORGE, Beverley, York, Esq, M.D. July 17. Pease v Boul- 
ton, Chitty, J. Mills, Beverley 
BriTTon, ILLIAM, Sapcote, Laicester, Schoolmaster. July 9. Britton v Brit- 
ton, Registrar, Leicester 
(Gazette, June 23.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ALLGooD, LANCELOT JOHN HUNTER, Nunwick, Northumberland, . July 15. 
Clayton and Gibson, Newcastle upon “a .2 ° 
Derwent, CAROLINE cam, St Leonards 4 Sea. July 15. Saxelby and Faulk- 
ner, Ironmonger 
a Day, Market Weighton, York, Butcher. June 30. Usher, Market 
BoaRDLEY, W1LLIAM, Salford, Lancaster, Engraver. July 4. Needham and Co, 
Manchester 
BowMAN, GEORGE, cork. Gent. Augé6. Nicholson, York 
UTLER, sin hele st, Clerkenwell, General Smith. July 22. Nicholls, Lin- 


N, ARCHIRALD, Lower Broughton, falford, Mechanical Engineer. July 
31. Earle and Co, Manchester 


Ex.iorr, WiL114M, Cheltenham, Gent. July 6. Brydges and Mellersh, Chel- 
Froup, RicHarD, Longham, Dorset, Farmer. July 14. Tanner, Wimborne 


GIRLING, FREDERICK, Beccles, Suffolk,Gent. July 18. Daniel and Son, Ipswich 
Grecory, Henry Lewis, Liverpool, "Solicitor. uly 11. Gregory and 5 


Liverpool 
_ Tunas, Gloucester, Gardener. July 14. (Champney and Long, 
Hopkins, FREDERICK Lyon, Boston, Lincoln, Esq. June 20. Rice and Co, 


Hupson, Jonny, Liverpool, Tobacconist. July 28. Cummins, Li 
Hunter, Rev. "ALEXANDER, Tamworth, Warwick, Clerk. Aug. 1. Bo ythe, Bir- 


mingham 
Hypz, THoMss VAIsEY, Boyson rd, Walworth, Publican. July 13. Chester, 
Newington Butts 


5 rn Rev RicHAkD, Hirnant, Moutgouee mery, Clerk. Jul he, Lianfyllin 
Ri A AMPBELL, Seaham bour, Durham, ay July 15. Wright, 
Mpaunats. bee ERskInz, East India avenue. July 18. Stibbard and Co, 
Maktin, HENxY DUNKERTON, Endcliff, Cheltenham. Aug 4. Winterbctham 
and Co, Cheltenham 
MEREDITH, Wi1LL14M, Hayter rd, Brixton, Gent. July 24. Marsh, Fen ct, Fen- 


church st 
Mort, Tos, Bolton, Lancaster. Beerseller. J uly 1 Balshaw, Bolton 
O¥STERREICH, SeAaeEES, St Petersburg, Russia, Nobleman. July 22. Crump 


and Son, Philpot lane 
Pees, Lucretia CATHERINE, Tachbrook st, Pimlico. Augi. Lockyer, Gresham 
a) 
PatrTRickson, WiL1iAM, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. July 31. Withall and Co, 
Gt George st, Westminster 
PickERT, Marts, Mallow, Cork. Augii. Daniel, Ramsga 
— Ashton in Makerfield, Lancaster. “Suly 10. Heald and 
BAUEIN, Minx Awrnowy, Orielton, Pembroke, Esq. July 31. Gilbertson, Pem- 


oem, Rev Jonyw Tuomas Hewry, Duston, Northampton, Clerk, July 31. Smith, 


orthampton 
Surrn, Jounw WILLIAM, oa emg pda  Setpowner,, Aug 10. Jackson, Hull 
MITH, , Little ou armer. July 8. Scott, Berkeley 
Srone. Roser, Glengall all pl Poplar, Wharfinger: July 13, "Marah, Fen ct 
TAYLOR, Wr411AM, C il, Oxford, Farmer. Aug 1. Wrikine, cs ing Nerton 
Tnomrson, WILLIAM, Liv. l, Retired Surveyor. Jay, + eon Averpool 
ee Frepenicx Howarp, Hyde, Chester. ervey and Oo, 


Winwnour Many Apna Hvuouxs, Laugharne, Carmarthen. July 17. Leslie and 
Hardy, Bedtord row 





. [Gasatte, June 16.) 
ALLAN, Josuru, Gillingham st, Pimlico, July 11. Tyerman, Oullum 6 








24.48 2 She YER Bob bt bb OO oe Be Og Se || 











June 27, 1885. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 579 








Breas, Jonny, Markfield, Leicester, Farmer. August1. Miles and Co, Leicester 
CooPER, WILLIAM, Swaton, Lincoln, , Innkeeper. July 3. Smith and Co, 


Curzon, Hon ERNEST GEORGE, econ, Kent, Colonel. July 8 Parkin and 
Seomneene, New a *s inn 
= sa. gham, Millwright. July 20. Geare and Co, Lincoln’s 


Desz, Louis, Sherwood st, Golden Wholesale Jeweller. July 20. Cooper and 
Walker, Birchin lane eg 


, ELIZABETH, Patricroft, Lancashire. Arrold, pS, Biemingbem 
EDEN, JOHN, Beamish pk, Durham, "Esq. July tee oa Thompson, New- 


cas 
ELS, BENJAMIN, Loghbourough rd, Brixton. Aug 15. Morgan and Oo, 
Frost, GEORGE BENTINCE, Newcastle upon ar Wireworker. July 31. Robert 
Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 
GARNER, EMMA, Stoke upon Trent. cr. — we 
GOODERHAM, ELIZABETH, Fulham rd, ~~ uly 23. Mackeson and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
HAMERTON, Wrti1aM, Chesterfield, Cork Merchant. July 20. Gratton and 
puinzeden, Chestorsela Dalby Hall, nr Melton Mowbray, Esq. July 31. 
PP, EDWARD BOURCHIER, nr owbray, » 
Lake and Co, New 62: Lincoln’s — 
Hoveuton, J. w CaRrTER, Devonshire pl. Aug i. Lowless and Co, Martin’s 
e, on 
Hypz, Tomas VaIsEy, Boyson rd, Walworth, Publican. July 20. Chester, 
powiares. Butts 
ILLIAM WesTRop, Lavenham, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 18. Andrewes 
ante, Sudbury, Suffolk 


ALL, HENRY THOMAS, Park Hornsey. my Robins, Pancras lane 
Maw, CorNnELIvs, Crowle. Lincoln, = July 21 ww, Crowle 
Hewry, Cambridge, Licensed Victualler. Sept 29. Whitehead, Cam: 


bridge 
RHODES, WILLIAM, Hooton Roberts, som, Gent. Augi. Branson and Co 
} al “Gecnan JOBN, Braintree, Essex. Augi. Stevens and Co, Witham 
MITH, JAMES, Aston, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. July 30. Blewitt, Bir- 


mingham 
STURTON,  omm Dogsthorpe, nr Peterborough, Gent. Aug 12. Fitz Payne, 


Me a ae Liverpool. July 31. reyee and Frodsham, Liverpool 
Watkins, FRANK GEORGE, Kennington rd,Ironmonger. July 15. Can, Mincing 


jane 
Waseem, CATHERINE, Earl’s Colne, Essex. Sept 1. Harris and Morton, 


WessTeR, MarTHa, Sheffield. Augi. Branson and Co, Sheffi 
' Tclasette, Tune 19.) 








Sane OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 30.—Messrs. DEB AM, TEWSON, F & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Freehold ry eae ld P; ies (see advertisement, June 6, p. 6). 
June 30.—Mesars. Foster, at the Mart, -s 1 for 2 p.m., Freehold Properties and 


Ground-rents (see advertisement, June 20, p. 2). 
June 30.—Mr. WALTER KNIGHT, at the Masons’ Hall, at 1 p.m., Leasehold 
les (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 
July 1.—Messrs. Epwry Fox & BousFIEpp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Jen pike and a (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 
SMITH, & OAKLEY, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Free- 
Tea Pro y oa advertisement, Jun 4 une e 2G BT). 
July 1.—Messrs. WEATHERALL & 
(see a, June Jane 30 y 44 


at 1 p.m., Freehold Prem- 


5 RIDGE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Lar pees ah. — Fay June 2, Pp. y ed sali 
essrs. NORTON, TRIST, WATNEY, Co., at the Mart, Freehold Proper- 





July 2.— > 

tise (see sSrertagmnent, Ae 6, p. *. 

July 2.—M + Ye = & im, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate (see 
Vv ent, June 6, p. 

July 3.—Messrs. H N, & Furnt, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Reversion, &c. 
ies advertisement Jane, ; hd 


An} 
aly 3 DANIEL 8 i. & OAxLEY, at Lincoln, at 3 p.m., Freehold 
ey oo adivertisement, 3 June 6, p. 1). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Biaes.—June 10, at North Lodge, Harrow-on-the-Hill, the wife of Russell H, 
W. Biggs, barrister-at-law, ofa. a ‘daughter. 

BUTLER. une 14, at Julian-hill, Harrow. the wife of Spencer Perceval Butler, 
barrister, of a son, who survived his birth two days. 

FRENCH. .—June 22, at 11, Stafford-terrace, the’ wife of D. French, barrister-at-law, 
of a son. 

GitL.—June 23, at 74, Lexham-gardens, Cromwell-road, the wife of Robert T. 

Ph fn op yey EC t. Portman-square, W., the wite of T 
ONES.—June 19, a omerset-street, Po: uare, e b 

Jones, solicitor, Cardiff, of a eae. 

SPacKMAN.—April 27, at Christchr rch, 2 d, the wife of W. H. Spack- 
man, barrister-at- law, of a daughte’ 

SmirH.—June 7, at 47, Gastle-street, “Edinburgh, the wife of William Charles 
Smith, advocate, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 
Excurs—OrMisTon.—June 10, ee Ash Church, James Meymott Elches, solicitor, 
ey Salop, to Alice Joan, daughter of the late Walter iter Ormiston, of 


Ash Grove. 

N.—J une 23, at West Hartle pool, , Charles J. Palmer, solicitor, 

to Emilie, daughter of La ge te henson, of West Hartlepool i 

i oS. Noite ito my ~ Newfoundland Tpome Balfour, 
of Towcester. solicitor, 

daughter of the late James Sone, Balfour, RN, . 


Opepe. sue 16, at Freetibick, Feock, Cone, Walter Coode, barrister-at-law, 
incoln’s-inn, age 
Davis.—June 10, ‘at ay Sulidey-sgeese, Walter Edward Davis, late of Coventry, 
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Cade o the Ba Bankrop rte 1869, 
Byans, Peter, Liverpool, Bnginger, 





THE SUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


BANER 
Frmay, June 19, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Armitage, Alfred, Anfield, Lancashire, Tailor. Liverpool. Pet June 2. Ord 
June 16. Exam June 29 at 11.30 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria 


st, Liverpool 
Armitage, En: Liverpool, Musician. Liverpool. Pet June 2. Ord June 16. 
dae tons ss Goat house, Goveranns it bldgs, Victoria st, Liver- 


Bensted, Semes George, Waltham Abbey, Essex. Grocer. Edmonton. Pet June 
5. Ord J 15. July 10 at 1 at Court house, Edmonton 

i a, Swind: Da Beerhouse Keeper. Wolverhampton. Pet 
riley, Frederick Jobn, Birmingham, Builder. Birmingham. Pet June16. Ord 


dfil, Skinner. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet June 17. Ord 


herity, Nottingham. a fo Licensed Victualler. Nottingham. 
16. ium ¢ 
crane a ed, N on, Tinplate Maker. Newport, Mon. Pet 


ewport, M: 
28. June 17. Exam July 14 at if 
coaby, "Altred Bugens, Li Liverpool. 
pow Seog | June 29 at 11.30 at house, Government bidgs, Vic- 
st, Liv 
Earistown, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Li . Pet June 
tte, Ord Sono it. June 29'at 12 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria 


Pet June 3. 


Mundham, Norfolk, Threshing Machine Owner. Gt Yarmouth. 
Exam 6 at 2.30 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
ont: Rae i a June 16, Exam July Furnishing Draper. Brentford. Pet 
= 16. — 16. July 7 at 2 


Cross, Jemima, ¥ ork Tottenham, Widow. 
ton. PetJune17. OrdJunei7. Exam J 10 at 1 at Court house, Edmonton 
Davis, W ‘ames, , Durham, Sunderland. 
Cut Sane 15. yy 25 ae oe 
peu es, yah 15. Beau July 6 at 11 af Townhall Grimsby 
bes, _—_, omas Forbes, Manchester Oilmen. High 
Court. Pet ane 19. Ord June 17. Exam July 2% at 11 ats, Lincoln’s inn 


Green, J: h, Ord Tune 16. as pe Bigsihern, Cotton Waste Spinner. Blackburn, 
2. Ord June 16. July 8 
Grimsdick, Edward foe ’s Tachbrook, Farmer. Warwick. Pet June 


ton, Bedfordshire, Builder. Luton. Pet June4. Ord June 
“fly bra 08 Goure gage, Luton ee ncuth ant W. 


Seis eton ey tinge 


H hreys, J antag | Court. Pet June 
ee eT Exani J) fy Seat thst Se Lane Troamonger, Hie S 
Jones, Davia, Carmarthen, Pet June 16. Ord June 16 


King, Foe, Nemes eek Trent, Coal Merchant. Nottingham. Pet June 15. 


Lathain, Samuel, Onneley Onneley, Salop, Farmer . Nantwich and Crewe. Pet June 15. 
Ord June 15 xam July 8 ‘antwich 
Laver, Alfred, Lewes, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet June 16. 


Sussex, 
Ord June 16. Exam July 3 at il Pet . otis 


Head, J 
June 15. Ord June a 
illiam Wi 


‘ton, 
7 July jo at 12 af Bristol . . Sena 
15. Ord June 1 ‘Eat July Sat 9atil 


. Walsall. Pet June 16. Ord June 16. 
Moss, Jets Se marten, Same Sunderland. Pet June 16. Ord June 
Mica, zeman Sena. Lavender rd, Clapham J Advertising Contractor. 
Wandsworth. May 12. Ord June 16. Exam July 16 
erson, Michael, Furniture Dealer. Pontypridd, 
Pet June 15. Ord June 15. om og A 
Richard North 


i Ord J Bram June ; - 
> 5. 
~~ : Pet June 15. une | w Pet J 
16. Ord June i6. Exam July 8 


Oldfield, G worth, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. Sheffield. Pet May 2t. 
By, Farm Bailiff. Windsor. Pet June 15. 


aver 15. ee Rivcan Ww 5 . 


+ Birmingham. Pet J 15. Ord June 15. ores 
‘une 
John William Prothero, Builders. Aberdare. 


John, and 
. 8at 11 at Court House 
Pet June 17 Qn une 17. Exam Ji x 


Charlies, M at, Maker. 
inn 
16. Ord June 16. Exam J 36 a6 ti2p 08 &, Lincoln’ = Pet 


William George, vr East 
5 5 at 12 at orwich Castle 
ed Harry Bard Exam July 15 at = oy Newoastle-on-Tyne. 
une 16. Exam 


: Yam, 8 Brighton. Pet June 17. Ord 
7. Exam 9 at 12 
ior, William _ Heihemheiagton, Yorkshire, Farmer. Wakefield. 


omas, 
Pet June 15. Ord June 16. Exam J nek 
16. On Tame ie. Exam J 1 at 1.30. 
Cam Bethnal 


James, Green, Corn Dealer. High Court. Pet 
Ord July 21 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 
horas, yoo ont Butler. Bickenbend. Pot Pee ay Ord June 22. 
Exam 1 


The, Benjamin, Lagtentiena, Raowz. Builder. Court. Pet June 1. 
Ord Exam Lincoln's inn 
~-g | Witknalh Newnan Mon, Solicitor. Newport, Mon. Pet 


. v. Exam J ati 
ty, John, Gtewate Moma Durtam, Pruteer, Durie. Pot Jane 
iv. 

Chemist. Pet June 15. Ord June 
15. ey Ramana 


Jarrow %_ Desham, .Greeen, Newoastle-on-Tyne. Pet June 16, 
Swe 


reeset” aaa June 
ae Gea leet Beem July 2 att, 
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Blest, David, Swindon, nr ‘Dudley, Beerhouse Keeper. June 29 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Wolverhampton 
Fa omy ick John, Birmingham, Builder. July 2 at 11. Official Receiver, 


ee <4 Attenborough. Nottinghamshire, Licensed Victualler. June 26 
Official Receiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
, Edward, Mundham, Norfolk, Threshing Machine Owner. June 27 at 12. 
” Gould, Official Receiver, 8. King st, Norwich 
Currie, Henry Donald, East Stonehouse, Devon, Printer. June 26 at 3, Official 
Receiver, 18, Frankfort st. Plymouth 
Davis, Mary Ann, Redditch, Worcestershire, Boot Dealer. June 26 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Birmingham 
Duell, Alfred Ernest, Gt Grimsby, Lincolnshire, Boot Dealer. July 8 at 1. Official 
Receiver, 3. Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Edmonds, John Thomas, Chesterficld, Derbyshire, Tailor. June 26 at 3. Angel 
me ag neem 
Green, John, Coventry. Boot Dealer. June 26 at 10.30. Edward Thomas Peirson, 
Official Receiver, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Green, Joseph, Oswaldtwistle, nr Blackburn, Cotton Waste Spinner. June 29 at 
2.30. White Bull, Church st, Blackburn 
, William, Madeley, Salop, Draper. . June 26 at 11.30. County Court 
Offices, Madel , " 
Hemingwa: ge emingway, Witkiam Woodfine, Leeds, Painter. June 29 at 11. Official Receiver, 
22, 
Holdsworth, ¥ wiles, Thornbrough, nr Catterick, Yorks, Farmer. June 26 at 11. 
's Head Hotel, Darlington 
Hi Jenkin, Portheawl, Glamorganshire, Shoemaker. June 29 at 12. Official 
iver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 
Harry, St George’s circus, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. June 26 at 11. 
33, st, Lincoln’s inn 
Hatton, Henry, Marske ~y the Sea, Yorks, Boot Dealer. June 26 at 3. Official 
Seven 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Jackson, 7 Theophilus, Southport, Lancashire, Coal Agent. June 30 at 3. 
Official Receiver. 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Kerkham, Francis Robert. cman Draper. June 29 at1i. Auction Mart, 
Tokenhouse yard. Lond 
wa Newark upon 1 Tre ant, Coal Merchant. June 26 at 2. Official Receiver, 
pavement, Nottingham 
Leadbeater, John, Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. June 2% at 4.3). 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 
itbown, Thomas, Rishton, Lancashire, Wholesale Druggist. June 26 at 2.30. 
County Court House. Blackburn 
ton, Charies, Bristol, Currier. June 29 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, 


Bristol 

Loveridge, Isaac Drayton, Axminster, Devon, Ironmonger. July iatii. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st 

Marston, J h. Walsall, Fishmonger. June 30 at 3. Official Receiver, Walsall 

Mierson, M Treforest, Glamorganshire, Furniture Dealer. June 29 at 3. 

Receiver, Merthyr Tydfil 

Nicholson. Richard Fenwick, Gosforth, Northumberland, Butcher. June 27 at 11. 
Official Receiver, County chbrs, Westgate rd, Ne weastle on Tyne 

Nuttall, Richard, Oswestry, Shropshire, Railway Guard. June 30 at1.45. Public 


eee, ewantay 
Tpvine, Cha i lane, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant. June 26 at 9.45. 
Official Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batle “xy 
Pept, Se Jaceb, Guildford 


—~y Acock’s Green, Worcestershire, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. 
June Bat3. Official Receiver, Birmingham 
Wilham George, Stanfield, nr East Dereham, Farm Bailiff. June 27 at 1. 
H. P. Gould, Official Receiver, 8. King st, Norwich ‘ 
Frederick, and William Roberts, Plymouth, Painters. June 2% at 11. 
Official Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
Sargeant, Harry Bardell, Newcastle on e, Publican. June 30 at 2.30. Official 
Receiver, County chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 
s, Nethershitlington, Yorks, Farmer. June 2% at 2. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, Wakefield 
Sharpe, 2, Norton, Yorks, Tailor. June 2 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 74, 
Newhborough st, Scarborough 
William, Measham, Derbyshire, Builder. June 2 at 3.15. Royal Hotel, 
Ashby de la Zouch 


, Thomas, seakey st, Builder. June 29 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Arthur, Frederick Luther, and Edward Sparshott, Brook’s mews, Lan- 
roe 27 ges Builders. June 2 ati1. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Tomlinson, George Withnall, Newport, Mon, Solicitor. July 1at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 12, Tredegar place, Newport, Mon 

yy. Ayoub, Old Broad st. June 2%at 2. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
aiden. fae gh ~ ee Telegraph st, Stock Broker. June 26 ati2. 383, Carey 


st, Gray’s inn rd, Gentleman. June 26at2. 33, Carey st, 


Ven Willers Wallace, Whitchurch, Hampshire, Tailor. June 27 at 3. White 
= Whitchurch 
Frederick, and Edward Francis Colston, Liverpool, Coal Merchants. June 
bey 2. Official Receiver, %, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Charles James, W edmore, Somersetshire, Baker. June 26 at 12.0. Offi- 
Gal Wine Hes —— chbrs, Bristol 
firminghar, Chemist. June 8 at 11. Official Receiver, 


+ Herod, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Carpenter. June 27 at 12.90. H. P. 
Gould. Ofte Receiver, 4, King st, Norwich 


Tope. Joe. Nene Durham. Grocer. June #at?2. Official Receiver, County 
rd, Newcastle on Tyne 





ADIUDICATION 
Alfred, sen., New Clee, Lincoinshire, ou of business. Great Grimsby. 
Pet June 13. Ord June 1% ° 
D «4 aaaen Hornchurch, Eesex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet May 19. Ord 


ya Swindon, nr puter | nenane, Beerhouse Keeper. Wolver- 
dem, Hey Pe ~— iy Ord Ju 
Bic Soham. Suttotk, Grocer, Ipswich. Pet June 1. Ord 


oe "Robert Meine, Victoria st, Westminster, Engineer. High Court. Pet 
oz. Ord 
Broadtridge, W iiliam Thomas, Hastings, Builder. Hastings. Pet May %. Ord 
17 


he, George, Caldecott, Rutland, Bootmaker. Leicester. Pet May 2. 
A Jane 15 


Davis, Mary Arm, "a. h, Ww orvestvaroltre, Bootmak : Yirtoir Ai . "@ 
MT Birmt igh arn Pet 
vores W lian a. Beker, Durham, Optic fan. Sunderland, Pet June 15, 


Digs. Richard, Portiand #, Walsall, Builder. Walsall. Pet May 1. Ord 


~3 5 BL Sonne Gotemtby, Lines cmnehire, Voctmaker, Great Grimaby, 
4 HeAler, Northen: 
mae ¢ anes, 09 J neh » Me myton, Tailors, Northamp- 


2 


, Karistown, Lancashire, Watchunaker. Liverpool. Pet June 17. 











Furnivall, Penn, Ashton under Lyne, Surgeon’s Assistant. Ashton under Lyne 


and Stalybridge. Pet May 23. Ord June 15 
Casters. Friedrich Hans bags, Seemih, Innholder. Norwich. Pet June 8, 
une 15 
Hall, J epee ots Mary’s st, Southampton, Watchmaker. Southampton. Pet May 
28. une 


ane, William, Madeley, Salop, Draper. Madeley. Pet June 12. Ord 
une 
ae =, ade William Woodfine, Leeds, Painter. Leeds. Pet June 16. Ord 


a Denial, Lambeth walk, Haberdasher. High Court. Pet May 28. Ord 


Hom =. Gulnahete, Harry Victor Lloyd, and a + aaa Commercial 
rd, Machinists. High Court. Pet May 14. Ord Jun 

Holdsworth, William, Thagecgonee,. nur Catterick, Yorkshire, Farmer. North- 
allerton. Pet J June 10. Ord June 16 

Howard, Harriet, Denbigh, Dealer in Glass. Bangor. Pet May 22. Ord June 17 

Malaghan, Patrick, Newcastle on Tyne, Tailor. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Aug 

un 

Nicholson, Richard Fenwick, re Northumberland, Butcher. Newcastle 

on Tyne. aa June 15. Ord June 16 


Payne, Geo Langley, Buckinghamshire, Farm Bailiff. Windsor. Pet 
June 15. Ord ‘Tune 15 

Perren, Ro +e South Petherton, Somerset, Solicitor. Yeovil. Pet 
May 9. Ord Jun 


a oy A John Wesley, Bradford on Avon, Grocer. Bath. Pet June 11, Ord 
une 15 
Preston, Ebenezer, Acock’s Green, Worcestershire, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. 
Birmingham. Pet June 15. Ord June 15 
Linen Draper. Banbury. Pet May 


Sare, Thomas, Winslow, Bucking! 
19. Ord June 16 

Shephard, Richard, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
June 11. Ord June 15 

x 6 Minnie, Clapham Common, Spinster. Wandsworth. Pet April 30. 

rd June 16 

Sperring, Joseph, Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Charter Master. Oldbury. 
Pet June 10. Ord June 16 

be a ky Branton, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, Dentist. Bangor. Pet June 
5. Ord June 17 

Thompson, Charles, and Casburn Tweed, St Paul’s rd, Burdett rd, Bow, Builders. 
High Court. Pet May 20. Ord June 17 

Warner, Albert, Leicester, Dyer. Leicester. Pet May 30. Ord June 17 

bE Charles James, Wedmore, Somersetshire, Baker. Wells. Pet June 12. 

rd June 16 

Wilson, James, and Thomas Godfrey, Birmingham, Stationers’ Birmingham. 
Pet June 8. Ord June 17 

Young. John, Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 16, 
Ord June 16 
g ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Windas, Archibald Greaves, and James Dunsmore, Brookfield rd, South 
Hackney, Engineers. High Court. Adj Jan3t Annul June 11. 

TueEspay, J’ gm 23, + sae 
RECEIVING O 

Armstrong, William, and John Walmsley, ny ‘Hat Manufacturers. Bolton, 
Pet June 18. Ord June 18. Exam July 13 at 11 

Branch rd, Commercial rd, Rag Merchant. 


Baldwin, Henry James, Horsefe: 
une 18. Pet July 22 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


High Court. Pet June 18. Ord 


fields 
Bonnor, Charles monies Lower Sdticcembe ; ms. Croydon, Bookseller. Croy- 
don. Pet June 17. d June 17. Exam Jul y3 


Browne, J. Beazley, pas Co, Catherine court, Seething lane, Hide Merchants. 
Bist Deuet. Pet June 15. Ord June 18. Exam July 29 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s 
nn fie 
Burcham, William, Attleborough, Norfolk, Farmer, Horwich. Pet June 20. Ord 
June 20. Exam July 15 at 12 at ‘Shirehall, Norwich Castle 
D’ Arcy, George Edward, } Metsingham, Fishmonger. Nottingham. Pet June 20. 
Ord June 20. Exam July 
Ellis, David, Birmingham, , Birmingham, Pet June 20. Ord June 20. 
Exam July 23 at 2 
Gillborn, James William, Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet June 18. 
Ord June 18. Exam July 21 
Gossling, Edward, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Bootmaker. Poole. Pet June 20. 
Ord June 20. Exam July 29 at 2 at Townhall, Poole 
Hampton, James Edwin, Birmingham, Bootmaker. Birmingham. Pet June 19. 
Ord June 19, Exam July 21 at 2 
Hiscox, Mary Agnes, Foun, Hants, Grocer. Southampton. Pet June 18, 
Ord June 18. xam July 2 at 
Holmes, Frederick George, ja Newton, Dorsetshire, Hairdresser. 
moe hester. Pet June 19. Ord Junei9. Exam July 2 at 12.30 at C ounty hall, 
orchester 
aly’ 4 Jame, Bolton, Yarn Agent. Bolton, Pet Junei9. Ord June19, Exam 
July 6 at 
rving. W fiiam, powonstie on Tyne, Draper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 19. 
June 19, Exam J "n> 
Joare tt, , George, Lynsted, mt, Carter. Canterbury. Pet May 16. Ord June19. 
xam 
Jones, Edwin Thomas, Bristol, Plumber. Bristol. Pet June 19. Ord June 19. 
Exam July 24 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 
Lambert, W, Tonsley hill, Wandsworth, Builder, Wandsworth. Pet Apr 9. 
Ord June 18. Exam July 23 
Landau, Max, Mincing lane, Aniline Dye Manufacturer, High b Court. Pet May 
%. Ord June 19. Exam July 23 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lomax, Thomas, Bolton, eapann Manufacturer. Bolton, Pet Juneis8. Ord 
June 18. Exam July 6 at 
Lumley, Henry, Thirsk, Yorks, Painter. Northallerton. Pet June 16, Ord June 
16. Exam n Jul 4 ge 11.30 at Court house, Northallerton 
Makin, Edwi Cheltenham, Grocer, Cheltenham. Pet June19. Ord 
June 19. Exam July igat 3 
Merkel, George Lo idnes, Lancashire, Hatter. Liverpool. Pet June 19, 
on June 19. Exam July 2 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
AVe 00. 
Metcalfe, John Allison, Guisborough, Accountant. Phockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet June 1s, Ord June 18. Exam Ju ly 
atte, Alfred, Sudbury, Suffolk, Baker. Colchester. Pet June 19. Ord June 
19. Exam July 16 at 4 at Townhall, Colchester 
Nicholson, Martha, Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. Great Yarmouth. Pet 
June iv, Ord June 19, Exam July 6 at 2.20 at Townhall, Great Yarmouth 
Parker, Alexander Liewellin, Nantwich, Cheshire, Builder. Nantwich and 
Crewe, Pet June’. Ord Junei7, Exam July 8 at 12 at Nantwich 
Platt, Charle ** Rowley, King’s rd, Chelsea, Chemist. High Court, Pet June 18. 
Ord June 19. Exam July 28 at 11 at 4, Lincoln's inn fields 
Price, Edward ncmae, address unknown, Assistant Commissiary-General in 
Army (retired). igh Court, Pet May 2. OrdJune19, Exam July 23 at 11 
at #, Lincoln's ™, elds 
Renfree, Albert, Redruth Comnrrell, Boot Manufacturer, Truro. Pet June 19, 
Ord June 19. Exam July 16 at 
Riley, Agtoer, Lelooatet, Kasttoneee. Leicester, Pot May 22, Ord Juno 18. 
ixam July 8 at 10 
Robinson, HAward, Scartho, nr t Grimsby, . Great Grimsby. Pet 
June 1s. Ord June 10. Maa July » we it me Cownuiall, Gstmsbyy 
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Siffleet, Herbert, Brighton, Tailor. Brighton. Pet June 20. Ord June 20, 
Exam July 9 at12 
Sparrow. J< Jonas, eam, Builder. Cheltenham. Pet June 2. Ord June 


J 
riggs, Bonuel G Gretton, Northamptonshire, ip mae Leicester. Pet 
7 uns 1, See —: Ay gy t+ ALES - 
ihirehampton, nr 
SBasiol, Pet Pet May 12. OrdJunei9. Exam July Hr rat = at at Guitdhal Bes 
Thomas, prem, ens Ae, Glamorganshire. Pet Jone 18, 


Ord June 
Thomson, Cecil George, a ft | AN on Sen, Advertising Agent. Hastings. 
Pet June.19. Ord June 19. Exam July 13 
omson, Peter, wick, Northumberland, Seedsman. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet June 20. Grd June 2. 2 Exam Jak v2 


9, Ord San m, Tool Manufacturer. Court. 
etme i 19. O by 19. eee Bs atti at 34, Lincoln’s finn Aas 
ward, Lochlade, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Swindon. Pet 
voune 19. Sian ye 8at2 
Wheatcroft, Samuel, Newark, N: “woman Corn Miller. Nottingham. Pet 


Wilson, John William, Thirsk, Y: Painter. Northallerton. Pet June 18. 
Ord Jane 18, Exam July 3 at 11.30 caGemrt house it 

bag Ebenezer, Ban! , Oxfordshire, Furniture Dealer. Banbury. Pet 
une 12, Ord June 20. July 15. 


MEETINGS. 
trong, William, and John Walmsley, B Lancashire, Hat Manufac- 
— me aly 2at3. 16 16, Wood st, Bolton ary, 
B emt, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Skinner. July 1 at 12. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Cl Arthur, Lansdowne r 4, Moses 5 g eing Machine Manufacturer. J 

tat 12. Bankruptcy bl ¥ Lincoln’s inn fields ed 

Conway, y, Boorse, otal, Newpo ewporty ey Sin Plate Manufacturer. June 30 at 12. 
King’s H oO 

Dix, Thomas, es gen. Te Dealer in Bertin Wools. July1 at 2. Official Receiver, 








Fowler, Henry “Camille B igh st, Southwark, Saddler. July2at12,. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lin ] *s inn field 
Ro: Miles "lane. Lower ‘Thomas st, Agent for Foreign Produce. 


rbert, main, 
July 2 ‘at 11. 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Gillborn, James William, Nottingham, Plumber. June 30 at 12. Official Receiver, 
1, Hig pe vement, Notting 
G Edward Horton, Bishop’s nw Warwickshire, Farmer. June 
30 at 11.30. Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 
Hamgten, Soles ames Edwin, Birmingham, Bootmaker. July 3 at1i. Official Re- 


ceiver, eninge. 

Harris, Samuel, — Bedfordshire, Builder. June 30 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
* ' Park st West, Luton 
cod, ont —, , Workington, Cumberland, Music Seller. July 1at12. 67, Duke st, 

aven 

Hiscox, = As es, aren, Hants, Grocer. July 2 at 2. Official Receiver, 
4, East ’ Dp 

Holt, Say Bolton, Lancashire, Yarn Agent. July 3 at 10. 16, Wood st, 


Bo 
Huxtable, . ae Fremington, Devon, Farmer. July 1 at 10.15. Lion House, 


Barns 

Inglis, o Charles John, Queen Victoria st. July 1 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Irving, William, Newcastle on Tyne, Draper. July 8 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Counter chbrs, Westgate rd, Newcastle on Tyne 

Jarrett, George, Lynsted, Kent, Carter. July 3 at 10. 82, St George’s st, Canter- 


J fone = David, Carmarthen, Grocer. July 1 at 11.30, Official Receiver, Bristol 

ne ‘red, Liv erpool, Boot Dealer. July 8at2. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
Kirtley good Coates, Stockton on Tees, Stationer. July 2 at 12.15. Station 
Laver, Alfred, Lewes, Sussex, Grocer. June 30 at 12. 109, Victoria st, West- 
S...., Bolton, Tarpaulin}Manufacturer. July2atil. 16, Wood st, 


Bolton 
Lumley. ent, Le Yorkshire, Painter. June 30 at 10.46. Strickland’s 


unction 
oo "Edwin Robert, Cheltenham, Grocer. July 2 at 3.15. County Court, 
eltenham 
Merkel, George Louis, Widnes, Lancashire, Hatter, July 2 at 3. Official Receiver, 
85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Moon, George Washington, Regent st, Outfitter. July3atil. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Oldfield, George, Epwork. Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. July 1 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Poplar, Edward J ni Joseph, jeonees st, Poplar, Cabinet Manufacturer. July 2 at 12. 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Prothero, John, and John ween Prothero, Aberdare, Builders. July 1 at 3. 
Official Beonyys, Merthyr Tydfi 
ey, ur, Leicester, jr July 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 28, Friar 
lane,. Leicester 
Robinson, Edward, Scartho, nr Great Grimsby, Miler. July 8 at 1.30. Official 
Receiver, 3, Haven st, Great Grimsby 
oe. rbure, Ludwig, Kensington gardens sy. July 1 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
co. ve nn 
, William, Bognor, Sussex, Bootmaker. June 30 at 2.30. Official 
Receiver, 39, Bond st. right ton 
Beason, Ax Ann pics, Stafford, Hotel Proprietress. July1at 10,90, North-Western 
otel 
Sherratt” Henry Robert, Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, Physician. July 1 at 2.30. 
Grosvenor Arms Hotel, Shaftesb ury 
Genish seonpes, ta. Southsea, Schoolmaster, July 6 at 11. Official Receiver, 
ueen st, Portsea 
Southwood, Sicnte, Crescent house, Clapham Common, Spinster. June 30 at 2. 
ficial Receiver, ioe, Victoria st, Westmins 
Sparrow, Jonas, Cheltenham, Builder, July 2 at 4.90. County Court, Chel- 
r 
Spriggs, Samuel, Gretton, Northamptonshire, Wheelwright. July 3at3, Official 
Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Ctenatcn, Henry, Newgate street, Optician. July 2 at 11, , 33, Carey ast, 
incoln’s inn 
Thomson, Peter, Alnwick, Northumberland, Seotemen. oer Sati2, Official 
Receiver, County chbrs, Weatgate rd, Neweastle on 
Wheatoroft, Samucl, Newark, Nottinghamshire, Corn lox! June 30 at 2, Ofi- 
cial Receiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
Wheatley, Mary Anne, Pembroke Dock ik, Millinar. July 8 at 11, Official Receiver, 
11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Willson, « ohn Wy iam, Thirak, Yorks, Painter. June 90 at 11. Strickland’s Hotel, 
Junction 
Wright, Thomas William, Montague close, Goethyerk, Wharfinger. July 2 at11. 
Bankruptoy bidgs, Portu Tat Lincoln's "a inn flel val 
The following a 7 Nation is cube uted for ad published in the 


ondon Gaset! ane ©. 20 
B . Mesterick John, Birming ham, er, July 6 atlas, Official Receiver 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Befier, anes, Station rd, Reted Keen, BpBper. High Court, Pet Apf1. Ord 
See Seer Diana, Ghigieg, Cesk, Geary. Bradford. Pet May 18 Ord 


June 19 

Ord Ju as Geeege, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Grocer. Edmontion. Pet June 
15. une 
Brixham, Devon, Grocer. East Stonehouse. Pet June 6. Ord 


e 20. 
Biyant, J John, Merthyr Tydfil, Skinner. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet June 17. Ord 
Buckler, Thomas Warr, Theobald’s rd, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Mar26. Ord 
1 
b= William, Attleborough, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet June 2. 


Ord June 20 
Opacity, Alfred, Nottingham, Manager to Licensed Victualler. Nottingham. 
Pet June 16. Ord June 18 


don, Builder. don. Pet May 5. Ord June 17 
tandem, Nertolee Povcshing Owner. Gt Yarmouth. 


cnet Sune 18. i June is 

Cowlam, Leeds, Tailor. Leeds. et Moy oh Ry 

Downie, aed ‘Edmund Dewhirst, Bradford, Yorks, Spinners. Bradford. 
May . une 

by pe + William, Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet June 18. 


Goseling, 8 g, Baward, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Bootmaker. Poole. Pet June 20. 
Head, at ekington, Music Seller. Cockermouth and Workington. Pet 


June 15. 
Hines, Sea hes Se Wesksten, Hampshire, Grocer. Southampton. Pet June 
1 
Hunt, a Queen Anne’s gate, Westminster, Surveyor. High Court. Pet 
May 22. Ord June 18 
Johnson, Joseph, Central Market, Smithfield Provision Merchant. High Court 
Pet May 22. Ord June 
eater, John. Morley, SVorks, Woollen Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet June 
12. une 1 
Lomax, tag Bolton, Lancashire, Tarpaulin Manufacturer. Bolton. Pet 
June 18. Ord June 20 
hegebet, Henry, Thirsk, Yorks, Painter. Northallerton. Pet June 16. Oni 
1, weute Robert, Cheltenham, Grocer. Cheltenham. Pet June 19. Ord 
une 3 
Marston, Joseph, Walsall, Fishmonger. Walsall. Pet June 10. OrdJunet7 § 
O’Connor, Thomas, Stone, Watchmaker. — Pet May , 4 Ord June 20 
a Maentwrog, Merionethshire, Butcher. Bangor. Pet June 1. Ord 
une 1 
— Bt — eee Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet 
une 1 une 
= —— Rowley, King’s rd, Chelsea, Chemist. High Court. Pet June 18, 
Prendergast, J. M., Gerrard st, Soho, Surgeon. High Court. Pet Nov 6 Ord 


June 18 
x, William Gec noe, Chantal, nr East Dereham, Farm Bailiff. Norwich. Pet 
‘ une li, Ord Sees 
nt, Bardell,  Mowsnstio.cn- Syme, Publican, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Pet June 16. Ord June 
Seym aK = William, Hinton 8t Mary, Dorset, Farmer. Dorchester. Pet May 19. 
June 16 
Sparrow, Jonas, Cheltenham, Builder. Cheltenham. Pet June ®. Ord June 2 
Henry, York, ie ge York. PetJune1. OrdJuneié 
Stevens, James , West st, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer. High Court. 





Sykes, J . Doncaster, ey ee Tailor. Sheffield. Pet June4. Ord June 18 
Th . Charies, St ’s on Sea, (grntins Agent and Fancy 
Stationer. H . Pet Junei9. Ord June 19 
Tomlinson, George Withnall, Newport, Mon, Solicitor. Newport, Mon. Pet 
June 17. Ord 18 
Edwin, Pall Mall, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet May 23. 


Ord June 19 
i ee oe, Jobeon, Eastville, nr Bristol, Hotel Manager. Bristol. Pet 
ay 1 une 
Wall Walter James, Constitution Hill, ur Poole, Dorset, Builder. Poole. Pet 


. 19 
Wheat Same Newark, Ne Cardiff. get tee a, Sob Senet 
Waenier, ) Anne, Pembroke Dock, Milliner. Pembroke Dock. Pet June 
Wilson, John William, Thirsk, York, Painter. Northallerton. Pet June 18. 
Woot “Henry Herod, Lowestoft, Carpenter. Great Yarmouth. Pet June 12. 
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MEMORY AND SUCCESS. 


ISETTE. 
smnany ono MEMORY, 
Art of Never Forgetting. Wholly unlike Mnem onics 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
ay ll MEMORIES RESTORED. 
The worst made good, and the best better. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
CURE OF MIND WANDERING. 
Any book learned in one reading. 


PROF. LOISETTE. 
PROSPECTUS POST FREE. 
Lectures in Families, Day and Evening Classes 
Private Lessons, and BY POST. 
87, NEW OXFORD-STREET, LonDoN, W.C. 


scHw EITZER’S COCOATINA 


ic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, 
enue re Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with bh the excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculi ounce =" ** the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestibi ie beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being it sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
sll palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, 4c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 














Terme ty by the Sole Proprietor, 
Co.,10 4dam-st,, Strand, T ondon, Ww 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE pes MAKERS, | ,.7 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


wie ‘ee. Lord Chancellor the Whole of the 
ih Corporation o London &c, 





ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS | 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES. UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94. CHANCERY LANE. LONDOV. 
PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


ENERAL STATIONERS, 
1 & 2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, £.C, 


Rate Copying and Engrossing. 

Deeds and Writings and copied on the Premises 
with panctuality and dispatch, 

charges. pee ee Rh A TO 
LAW PRINTING. 

ther PLEADING Prine Printed at In ves tolion 
LANCES, wokTaacas. hoe Printed 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITH iTHOG RAPHY. 
PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF Ev oF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


PLANS OF sevarea. SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
EE thographed 








ING SOCIETIES’ D DS, LEASES, &c., Li 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 





NG apmcecetg i - WHISKY, 


ROSes Li, a 
ersally recommended 





By the Profession. 
Kx Manane |. 





WHISKY. 
of Old Irish Whiskies. 


Keer LL ee. 


9 Gren Tischigd-gevee, Condon, 





OrpDINARY SHAPE, 8/6 To 70/- 


THE LARGEST STOCK OF 
Bags made to order on the Premises in one day. 


FISHER’S BRIEF BAGS. - 


PaTENT OPENING, 30, To 100/- 


BRIEF BAGS IN LONDON. 
Catalogues post free. 


R. FISHER, 188, STRAND. 








BY Sea? AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 








The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF amore 
speedily p age Ah Be r form for 
———.- SHARE CER FICATES, Di BENT URES 
engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
oa executed. No Charge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Acec Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


mend a LA Bg eM 
rR) Prive rs, Registration Agente, 
, FLEET- sTHER sLORDON, %.C. (curner 
Serjeants’ -inn). 
al and Son Returns Stamped and Filed, 


Stephens 
= Inks. 


SCA RLET 1NK POR STEEL PENS. 


GOLD PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT 
Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 
mia, = 
Price 6d. each; post-free, ci 
With Daye Metal Pooxet Holder, complete 
Fluted iad, complete ee . rer Pookst Hola 
Engine-tarned Pattern, neato eo ee «+ 66, 6d. 
T lescopic oe se +e 10s, 64, 
Other patterns in great variety. 

















ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


USE D. ssn & Cos M. ” PENS, 





two dozen t 
by OHIPPER aphnpiiy bis ore 8, 








oweate-girect, E,0, Sole London Agente, 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS. 


THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for f 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE, 
GOUT and INDIGESTION 


And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions 
Ladies, Children, and Infants. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESTA. 


TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES | 
pean AND 00’8S OWN SAUQOE, 











GOUPS, PRESERVED PROVISIONS: 





ED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


jeans OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 








(p UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 
i PSOLALISING for INVALIDS. 


OAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 
e 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 
Gey and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
ite via Crinan and Caledonian Canals), 
Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Glasgow Daily at 7 a.m., from Greenock 2 9 a. 
Benmore, b in connection with his West H ighland 


for for Oban, Fort. William nver- 
ny Lochewe, Skye, Gair iy Deetia, Aone Glencoe, 
Stornoway, &c Gu: aide, 8d .; Illustrated 6d. 
and 1s., by past, 0 on et W. H. Smith & Sons’ Railway 

Bookstalls. with Map and Fares free from 
} I. omnet, a ‘MicBuavne, 119, Hope-street, 











ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 

I oa STATION.—New PORTRA 
MODELS of H.M, The QUEEN and T.R.H, ALBER? 
EDWARD and GEORGE FREDERIOK of WALES, and 
Sir MOSES MONTEFIORE, Bart. The lying in ‘state 
of the late Emperor of Russia, The Bou oir Group of 
Fashion, containing the A and most costly costumer, 
with other Court Dr The Baroness Burdett- 





a Admission 
ws ve, 60, Bxtrezoom ad, Open Roms. eam ti} pw, 





hland 
nver- 
mcoe, 
i 6d 
illway 
from 


up of 
ume?r, 
rdett- 
sritiah 


under 
0p m, 





